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HNA1 INVESTIGATION HI PfJKT Q f 
JOINT INVESTIGATION TEAM - PANAMA CASE 


; In pursuance to the Order of the Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistan dated April 20*, 
2017 and Implementation Bench Order dated May S*, 2017 in case of C .M.A. No. 2939 of 2017 
in Constitution Petition No. 29 of 2016 etc., the Joint Investigation Team initiated the 
investigation into the affairs of the Panama Papers Case on May 8, 2017. The following 
members comprise the JIT: 



i. Mr Wajid Zia, PSP, Head of JIT (Addl Director General, FIA). 

ii. Brigadier Muhammad Nauman Saecd (R). Member (Rep. ISI) 
Hi. Brigadier Kamran Khurshid, Member (Rep. MI) 

iv. Mr Amer am, Member (Executive Director, SBP) 

v. Mr Bilal Rasul, Member/Secretary (Executive Director, SECP) 

vi. Mr. Irfan Naeem Mangi, Member (Director, NAB) 


The Scoot and Kev Focus Areas of JIT’ s Investigation Report 

2. The JIT has completed the investigation, which culminates in its Final Report submitted 
herewith. The scope and mandate of the JIT has been focused on answering the following 
questions and addressing ancillary matters in the allotted time of sixty days by the Honorable 

Supreme Court 


i. bow did Gulf Steel Mills ct e into being; 

ii. what led to its sale; 



*vV5k 


: 


in what happened to its liabilities; 

iv. where did its sale proceeds end up. 

v. how did they reach Jeddah. Qatar and the U.K.; 

vi whether respondents No. 7 and 8 in view of their tender ages had the means in 

the early niceties to possess and purchase the flats; 


vti. whether sudden appearance of the letters of Hamad Bin Jatsrm Bin Jaber Al- 

Tham is a myth or a reality*, 


via. bow bearer shares crystallized into the flats; 





LX who, m fact, is the real and beneficial owner of M/s. Nielsen Enterprises 

Limited and M s Nescoll Limited. 


x. bow did Hill Metals Establishment come into existence. 


xi where did the money for Flagship Investment I united and other companies 


sc: up taken over by respondent No. 8 come from. 


xil and where did the Working Capital for such companies come from and 


xiu. where do the huge rums running into millions gifted by respondent No. 7 to 


respondent No. 1 drop in from. 


3. In addition to above, the JIT also investigated the acquired assets of the Respondents and 
their interest therein disproportionate to theu known means of income in light of the Order of the 
Court. Furthermore, it examined the evidence and material already available with F1A and NAB 
related to or having any nexus with the possession or acquisition of Aveafield p r o p erti es or any 
other assets or pecuniary resources and their origin 

4 The Final Investigation Report of the JIT The JIT declares that it has attempted to 
thoroughly answer and address all the queries of the Honorable Supreme Court by eqjptaytpfcic* 

best efforts and use of minimal resources through a course of exhaustive mveatwh 




* 
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The final mix iriggwn repoc his been preceded by three progress reports that were each 
oc i fating** bas^ (May 22. June 7 and July 22, 2017) per tbe directions of the 
Koccracie Supreme Court The 5ml coaseUdamd report of JIT comprising the following 10+2 
* — xs n rubmitied for kmi perusal 



Vohane-L 


b. 

Volume- H: 

Satcoests of Witnesses and Analysis 

c. 

Volume- III 

Gulf Steel Mills 

d. 

Vckane-IV: 

Ownership of Avenficld Apartments 

e. 

Volume- V: 

Qatan Learn 

t 

Volume- VI; 

Hdl Metals Establishment/’ Gifts 


Volume- VII: 

Fugship Investments I.imitcd & Companies 

h. 

Volume- Vm 

NAS HA Cases 

i 

Vohime-Vin(A): 

Hodabiya Mills Case 


j. Volume -IX. .Assets beyond Means - Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif 

k. Voiame-DC (A): Assets beyond Means - Other Respondents 

L % olume-X. Mutual Legal Assistance Requests* Ongoing (Confidential) 


Investigation Methodology: 

The Joint Invest! gatioc . earn (JIT) conducting investigations an multiple prongs to Sad 
truth with reference to thirteen (13+2) Questions raised by the Honourable Bench along with the 
issue of acquiring assets disproportions^ to known means of income, within the period 

1 60 days). The investigation was conducted with a view to collect evidence to 0 
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contradict the stance taken by the Respondents before the Honourable Supreme Court of 
Pakistan, and ii) ascertain how the events actually transpired. This was done by: 

a examining witnesses and collecting evidences, 

b. confirming the events/chronology based on corroboration of statements by 
different witnesses; 

c. seeking Mutual Legal Assistance (MLA) from foreign countries to acquire 

essential information and documents; 

d. analysis/' forensics of available record/ documents (inquiry reports and tax returns 
etc.) acquired from various institutions/ Government Departments. 

e. Seeking assistance of expert document examiner where required 

6. Initial planning and decisions In the initial meetings, the JIT deliberated on the course 
of action and strategy to be adopted It was decided that, given the limited tune available, the JTT 

must work simultaneously on all dimensions of the case and address the issues faced on an 
emergent basis. The following preliminary issues/requirements were identified: 

a. Security protocols - to ensure security of personnel, material and information. This 
issue was resolved in the first meeting by deciding the protocols; 

b. Ensuring independence of the JIT from executive interference; 

c. Selecting a reputed overseas firm - to assist the JTT in issues related to overseas 
jurisdictions and procuring of evidence / material/ information related to Mutual 
Legal Assistance abroad, and 

d Associating experts from different departments - for supporting the investigation 
process. The progress attained in resolving these issues is discussed in detail in the 

following paragraphs 





Follow up Action* The follow* 
wmnrm unthin cfirvilatoi time (60 divi 

a. Ideotifiadoi and Summo 

i * A i m 


methodology was adopted for undertaking the 

ig of M i turtles A total of 28 witnesses we re 
sutapk atiiiooj, who woe cither related to or 

. ™ It mvmld he rwuAent to hiahli^hl thxi rW 4 


w. u. 




itocssct did not appear before foe JIT: 


Jaber AJ-Tham (Qatan Prince). 


Sired iVS national; close asaociata of 
tor Hudibiva Mills Case sod Hill 



transi 


f. u, 


;sa Ghana (nephew of foe 


cianoo to his tnvoiv 


a ssoci a ted with Hudabtya Mills 


Mr Kashif Masood Qua 



(5) Mr Shea Nedcvi i plaintiff in Al-Towfeeq Owe); 


b Witnesses on ECL; Mr. Javed 

by foe JIT on Exit Cootrol ? m It is i 
remain on the list oil at 



declined to produce further documents/record and have also denied access to any 
information that the JIT could obtain through formal channels with the consent of 
the witnesses. 


Collection of the case material: 

(1) Following records were obtained from various departments to further the 

investigation. 


(a) Ail relevant material/ information filed in 
Court of Pakistan in Panama Case; 


Supreme 


(b) Banking record from State Bank o 
banks including bonk account 
individuals associated with Pi 


(c) FBR record including Income Tax Returns, 

Wealth Tax Returns of 

case; 

(d) Companies record from SECP 

(e) Record of all 

(e) Record of 

nomination 


(2) It would also be pertinent to 
government institutions 
it was provided selectively 
remained elusive with i 
of Mr Ishaq Dar til! the time he 
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Mutual I cu«l Assistance (Ml. A) Requests 


Issuance of Ml A Requests 

Consequent to the issuance of the Notification on the direction of the 
Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan authoring the Chairman. JIT to 
exercise the powers enumerated in aecUon 21 of the NAO, 1999, the 
following ML A Requests have been initiated 

( x) Attorney General. British Virgin Islands; 3 requests 

I Ionic Office, UK Central Authority; 7 requests 
u t Ministry of Interior. Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, l request 
Ministry of Justice, United Arab Umiratea; 7 requests 
c enu .il Authonty, Switzerland; 2 requesu and 
(0 Prosecutor General. Luxemborg; 1 request 


^ i Response to Ml A Requests 

The following jurisdictions have thus far responded to the MLA Requests: 

(o) Attorney General, British Virgin Islands; 1 request 
(b) Ministry of Justice, United Arab Emirates; 4 requests 

Investigation; collection of evidence from abroad 

(l) The JIT hired the services of s UK based solicitor firm namely; QUIST, 
London to pursue the MLA Requests, arrange forensic investigations, 
render legal advice and assist in collection and dispatch of relevant 

record documents. 


(2) An investigative firm was hired m UK to acquire relevant 

documents/ record, 

(3) A team of 2 JTT Members visited U-AJL to investigate and acquire 
relevant record / evidence related to interest/ involvement of Sharif flunily 
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(4) A solicitor firm of BVI was hired to pursue/' investigate the queries related 


lo BVI raised in the relevant MLA Requests, 


(5) An acclaimed handwriting expert namely; The Radley Forensic 
Document Laboratory. Forensic Handwriting & Document Examination 
Experts was hired to analyze and comment on the documents produced b> 
the witnesses pertaining to the UK jurisdiction. 

8 . i an>m from different Institution! . The JIT has associated the services of certain 
subject specialists t analysts from different institutions for assistance on need basis from parent 
departments of all Members of the JIT. These experts have provided invaluable services and 
input and have been a critical part of the investigation. Whereas, the threat to persona, and 
security of the JIT Members is in notice of the Honorable Supreme Court, these associated 
members (names provided earlier vide our letter No. JIT/PC/SC/0 1/1 7/ dated 07.7.17) may be 
subject to similar threats and victimization, therefore, the Honorable Supreme Court is requested 
to include the associated members 1 ' staff of JIT in Orders issued in this regard 

9. Submitted to the Honourable Implementation Bench, Supreme Court of Pakistan. 




(WAJTD Z.IA), PSP 
Head of JIT 


(AMER AZIZ) 



NOTE BY 


THE 


HEAD OF THE JOINT INVESTIGATION TEAM. PANAMA CASE 




I feel pmTleflpd. hooortd and proud to taovt been tbe Head of tbtt Joint invtsupdoo 
Tam end uke fa. opponomry to (tank fa Hoombk Imp kmcofafa. bad. fa 

unvri'cnng trait in the JIT. 

Investigation for me, u tbe finding out of troth, and Alh i mrtuh Uah, I Jee^t w 

been successful to submit the truth today to the Honorable Supreme 

could not have been accomplished without tbe exceptional iMltjes of all members of 
ar« the;: utmost dedication to complete the icsesagaboo in ae impartial and lair tnam 

the Head of JIT. take full responsibility for all aspect of investigation anfl » 

the members of the ITT as well as the associated Staff from dllXkiUt 

rupport and dedication it would not haw been possible to complete this 



JIT. 
Las 
■ all 

thetr 
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(M AJID ZLA). PSP 
Head of JIT 
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Section 1 


Gulf Steel Mills 
— 


Documentary Evidences, Annexures and details art covered in Volume III of Investigation 
Report of Joint Inve%rigaiion Team, Panama Case 




— 


m 
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Evidences. Annexmres and details are covered in Volume III of Investigation 
Report of Joint Investigation Team. Panama Case 


The Honourable Bench 
to Gulf Steel Mills. 


r.n F STEEL MILLS 


has directed the JIT to probe following five (5) 


i) How Gulf Steel Mills 

u) What led to us sale? 

in) What happened to its 

iv) Where did its sale proceeds 

v) How did they reach Jeddah, Qi 


came into being? 

rddah. Qatar and UK? 




Back ground tin ■iu^tir>ni 

1 Just before the publication of Panama Paper*. Mr Mantas Nawai Shnnfc who 
did not appear much in media, gave a senes of interview* to TV dMOOSls. Altaf the 
of Panama Papers •* here :t •* as alleged that the Sbanf family owned the Avafidd 
through offshore companr., the Prune Minuter alao addressed the a dine on a 
occasions to answer ±e-.e allegations After the proceedings started in the Honourable 
Court of Pakistan, tr.e Pr r iter and the members of his ftatljf 
and filed their defence I >-„:-.r.g a. I media interview*. addresses ID the I 
in the Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistan, the uw nmhi p of fit SpaflflMBt* by tho 
family was accepted This, however, required the answsr *0 the quMtas SB In WSSSS dw 
sources of funds for the purchase of these apartments sod how were those funds transferred 
abroad 
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2 The Gulf Steel Mills became the cornerstone explanation as to the origin of funds that 
became available to the Sbanf family, not only for the purchase of apartments, but also for other 
overseas businesses established by the family members of the Prime Minister including the Steel 
Mills in Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA). With many shifting and sometimes conflicting 
positions, it was explained by the Respondents 7 & 8 that the sale proceeds of Gulf Steel Mills 
were invested, in cash and without paperwork, with the Al-Tbani family of Qatar, and all 
subsequent ventures overseas including purchase of the apartments, setting up of the businesses 
in KSA and UK as well as out of court settlement with Al-Towrfeek company were undertaken 
from the profits made from this investment. 

Methodology of Investigations - G ulf Steel Mills 

3. affording of Statements 

a. Recording of Statements: JIT recorded 

Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif ("Respondent No. 1), 

Sbahbaz Shanf. tv) Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif 
Hasan Nawaz Sbanf (Respondent No. 8) for cither 
details of Gulf Steel Mills or having filed any 
Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistn 
Excerpts of their statements related to Gulf 
£nnexure A 



Significance of the Statement of Mr. 
Shafi son of Mr. Muhammad Shaft is 
Respondents, who, through two 
20, 2017, (attached os Ann 
Honourable Supreme Court of 
Mills. 
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No. 7) along with the Affidavit of Mr. Tanq Sbafi. 


Finding* of the -HT 


5. 


Provision of Document*/ Record* by the Respondents 



Despite prior nonce. Mr Muhammad Tariq Shall and Respondents (No. I, 6. 7 A 
8) failed to provide any additional document/ record or evidence before the ITT to 

substantiate their stated position on Gulf Steel Mills Following document! 
records (only photocopies are provided to JTT), ilttclwd wfeh two Affidavit* of 
Mr Tanq Shaft (CMA 7531 and CMA 432). are basis of the defence ol 

Respondents about Gull Steel Mills:* 


(1) License for establishment of Gulf Steel Mills 

(2) Share Sale Agreement 1978 

(3) Share Sale Agreement 1980 

(4) LC for transportation of scrap machinery of Gulf Steel Mills from Dubai 

to jeddah for Azizia Steel Mills. 

Mr Tanq Shaft. Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif (Respondent No. 1). Mr. 

Hussam Nawaz Shanf (Respondent No. 7) and Mr. Hassan Nawaz Sharif 




c. 


(Respondent No. 8) failed to provide any *Mm * I cvideocwpcoof te 
ownership and fame M status of the Mills to substantiate tbetr stated position. 

This non-pro vision of asked corroborative documents, record and refusal to gjve 
"Data Disclosure Consent" to the ITT corroborate the fret that they were 
consciously veiling the evidence and possibility of its access by JIT, which they 
were otherwise required to produce before the JIT in the light of Amcles 117.119 
& 129 of Qanoon-c -Shahadat 1984 and Sect»on-9(aX5) of National 

Accountability Ordinance 1999. 


6 Unreliability of Two Affidavits of Mr. Tartq Shall, Produced by Respond, nt No. 
»nd ratified b> Respondents No. 1. 6 & 8 The defense of Respondent! No. 1. 6. 7 and 8 about 
seed money (12 Million Dirhams) for their businesses and properties (espe ci ally Avenficld 

Apartments) hinges upon the Affidavits (including attached documents) submitted by Mr 
Muhammad Tanq Shafi. Therefore, the j-.-S r-'-r’ of Mr TfW Shi ft flftlft Wlttlftl t— ifc 
Of the Respondents ) was cross-analyzed with the statement given by Mian Nawax Sbanf. Mian 
Shahbaz Sbanf. Mr Hussain Nawaz Shanf and Mr. Hassan Nawax Shanf etc, especially m 
respect of a specific question raised by JusQCC lil T 

Affidavits of Mr. Tano Shafi can be relied WM M g Mffiffii (paragraph xiv. page 461 of the 
Court Judgement). The findings of the JIT arc as under - 


a. 


The Affidavits along with the Annexures of Tanq Sh a fi were drafted by Barrister 
Salman Akram Raja on behalf of Mr. Tanq Shafi. The witness has no! read or 
understood the Affidavit before signing, hence, has failed to justify contents of 


these .Affidavits while attributing the anomalies to his lawyer. The JTT finds feat 



hence canno t be relied UPOH - 





b. The witness was asked to read both Affidavits and to clarify his position oo each 
issue The anomalies and contradictions as i d entifie d in the Affidavits vrs-4*vis 
Mr. Tanq Shaft's : 







0) 


m 

contradiction) 

^o»c III 111 




(CMA 7531) 


Paragraph 3: 


.During this period. Late Mian 

Muhammad Sharif decided to 
establish, in partnership with one 
Muhammad Hussain, a company in 

Dubai, under the name and 

style of Gulf Steel Mills (the 

Y) - 




Sharif was the sole owner of i 
Gulf Steel Milk, which 
established by acquiring 100’S 
loan without any 
collateral on 
guarantee of Mr 
ShariL 

He repeatedly stated that he 
has never met Mr. Mi 
Hussain be 

hit signatures on any 

document of the Company 
including the “Application of | 
the Trade license** and 


• The available 

documents do not indicate that 
profit' liabilities of the 
Company were shared with 
Sir Hussain. 




(2) | Paragraph 4: 

In 1973, I was only 19 yean old, 
and T tie Mian Muhammad 

Sharif. .he gave my name, 

instead of his own, as a 
partner 1 shareholder in aforesaid 
business 


• He failed to explain the role of 
Mr. Hussain in a business as a 
partner, which was running on 
100% loan on personal 
guarantee of Mian Shanf. 

• A word has been obliterated 
after the words “Gulf Steel 
Mills" which appears and 
about which the witness 
speculated it to be the word 
"Limited". This omission has 
serious implications on the 
limi t of the liabilities of the 
Company referred to in 
subsequent agreements. 


• He proceeded to Dubai m 
1974 instead of 1973; be 
admitted it to be incorrect, 
terming it as a typographical 
error. Moreover, his age was 
not 19 years at the time, as 
stated. 

• Contrary to his considered 
stance that Mian Sharif was 
the sole owner of this 
business, his assertion of 
being shareholder/partner is 
not in order. 




*••••••• • 


.1 signed this agreement 
being the ostensible owner to the 
extent of my Late Uncles' share in 
the Company. 






Muhammad Shanf. However, 

be could not produce any 
evidence that could 
corroborate his assertion 

especially in the backdrop of 

Mr Shahbax Shanf s rote in 

the management affairs of the 
Company (especially horn 

1978 to 1980) and mention of] 

his name as authorized 
representative of Mr. Tanq 

Shafi in the sale agreement 
• He kept reiterating that it was 
a family business and Mian 
Shanf was head of the famil y 
However, when confronted 
with his statement in the 
Affidavit, he altered his stance 
and stated that Mian Shanf 
was the sole owner while all 
other family members were 
employees of the Company. 

He could not explain the 
literal meaning of “ostensible 
owner as well as “to the 
extent of my late Uncles 1 
share**, which substantiates the 
fact that either he did not read 
or understand contents of the 
Affidavit before signing or 

int entionall y 






a 


r 


L 





(4> 1 Paragraph 6: 


Sometime after the establishment of 
the Company ozkI commencement of 
its steel business, Mr Muha mm ad 
Hussain, one of the partners of the 
Company expired, and pursuant to a 
cession letter by ail his legal heirs, 
the entire business of the Company 
came to vest, along with all its 
obligations/ guarantees, in my name. 


mi dead the Honourable Court. 
As the meanings were 
explained by JTT. he retracted 
to his initial position that Mr 
Muhammad Sharif was the 
tale owner of the Company. 

Ho apprised that his lawyer. 
Bam iter Salman Akron Raja, 
on his instruction drafted the 
Affidavit, but be only 
cursorily reviewed the 

document prior to signing it as 
he trusts his lawyer. 


He reiterated that Mian Sharif 

was the sole owner of the 
business and he neither knows 
nor has ever met Mr. 
Muhammad Hussain. 

He staled that Mr. Muhammad 
Hussain was the brother-in- 
law of Mian Sharifs wife 
(Mian Sharifs humzulf). 
However, he denied knowing 
Mr. Hussain or his family but 
subsequently mentioned the 
son of Mr. Hussain namely; 
Mr. Shahzad, who per his 
knowledge lives in Lahore. He 
claimed to have met Mr. 
Shahzad on a few occasions 


I**/.- 
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at (oimiy events but dul not I 
possess bis contact details 

• lie could not confirm the date 
of Mr Hussain’s death 
indicating that Mr Hussain’s 
status as piutncr was limited to 
lus name on the documents 
and he was also a Benomtdar 
tor Mi on Muhammad Shanf. 

• He stated that he did not 
obtain the 'cession letter’ from 
the family of Mr. Muhammad 
Hussain and had not 
personally confirmed the 
veracity of the contents of the 
'cession letter* when it was 
provided to him by Mian 
Sharif. 

• He failed to produce a copy of 
the ‘cession letter* and could 
not elaborate the timeframe/ 
date of its signing 

• He could not explain the 
expression “die entire business 
of the Company came to vest, 
along with all its obligations/ 
guarantees, in his name” 
which is another attempt to 
mislead the Honourable Court. 




II 


Paragraph 8: 


were exclusively supervised 
by Mian Shanf (from 1974 to 
78) and occasionally by Mr. 
Shahhaz Shanf (from 1978 to I 
80) assisted by his Bengali 
accountant namely; Mr. Shaft 
Alam 

• When confronted on the basis 
for making the emphatic 
assertion that no funds were 
transferred from Pakistan, 
especially m view of his 
young age and his own 
repeated claims that be had no I 
knowledge of the financial 
dealings of Mian Shanf and 
his partner Mr. Hussain with 
the bank, be could not explain 
his position. He confessed 
that the facts have been 
wrongfully stated in the 
Affidavit regarding de n i al of 
transfer of funds from ' 
Pakistan, as he qq 

knowledge or access to related 
record' information related to 
transfer of funds from 
Pakistan. 


• The word "banks" implies tf*«t 
the loan was acquired from 
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In tiie year 1978, Luc Mian 
Muhammad Shanf decided to sell 
I off 75% of the shares of this 
Company to oDe, Mr Abdallah Raid 
Ahli. inter alia, to settle the 
Company's outstanding liabilities 
with the banks in Dubai. 


(7) Paragraph 9: 

With the execution of tn-partitc 
agreement, it was agreed that the 
business of the factory henceforth 
will be run in the name of “Ahli 
Steel Mills Company”, and that the 
capital of the new Company will be 
28,500.000 Dirhams of which Mr. 
Abdallah Kayd Ahli will subscribe 
7 5% share while remaining 25% of 
this capital, in the form of re maining 
parr of the Company, would be 
treated as contributed by 
myself. 

In pursuance 
partnership 

which was signed by Mr. 

Kaid Ahli and myself 


(8) Paragraph 10. 


more than one bank (BCCl 

and possibly DBM due to 
strikethrough of words) in 
contradiction to his statement. 


••••••••••••a 


• He narrates the financial 

details (in UA£ Dirhams) of 
the Company, which be 
himself stated that be was not 
privy to. 

• Summary of transactions is 
given in subsequent 
paragraphs reflecting that 
there was a balance deficit to 
be settled by Tariq Shafi after 
payment to BCCI - AED 
14,648,899.91. 


Thereafter, in the 
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Mian Muhammad Sharif decided to 
disengage himself from his steel 
business in Dubai and, os desired by 
him, an agreement was signed 
between Mr. Mohd Abdullah Kaycd 
Ahli and myself on 14-04-1980, 
whereby remaining shares standing 
in my name but owned by my Late 
Uncle were sold to Mr Mohd 
Abdullah Kayed Ahli against a total 
consideration of Dh. 12 million. 


Agreement 1980 does not 
cnist. Therefore, it is proyyd 
bevond doubt that storv ab^ 
sale proceeds worth 12 million 

Dirham is false and fabneafrij; 

it is just a myth and not a 
reality. 

He stated that in 1978, Mian 
Sharif shifted to Lahore and 
retook the control of Ittefaq 
Group of Industries. 

From 1978 to 1980, the stce 
market in Dubai was in boom 
and the Company was earning 
good profit However, 
following questions remained 





M 


wealth rrtum in 

Pakistan not did be declare 
hu ukU owned in Dubai 
When asked, be failed to 
produce any record/ 
document in tbit 

connection. 


(9) (Paragraph 11: 

At per tenna of the aaid agreement, 

! a sum of Dh. 12 million wu to be 
; paid by Mr Mobd Abdullah Kayed 
Ahli over a period of 6 months, the 
first installment of Dh 2 million to 
1 be payable on 15-5-1980, and the 
remaining Dh 10 Million to be 
in 5 equal ins t a ll m ent s 
Million each. 


In term* of the share sale 
agreement dated April 14, 
1980 it was agreed that the net 
consideration of AED 12 M 
would be payable in, six 
installments of AED 2 M 
each. over a penod of six 
agreement ia 
this 
be pud in 
normal 





million Ui si* uutsllmems of 
ADD 2 milium «h ® 

Iiihii Mr Ahli H« further 
•ikied that no receipt was 
made out for three 
transactions 

• Tlte above assertion made by 
Mr Tanq Shaft does not 
cortcspnnd with the norms of 
commercial transactions 

keeping in view the fact that 





the entire tale consideration 
was to be secured against a 
bonk guarantee mentioned in 
para 4 and the consequent 

actions mentioned in paras 7, | 
8, and 9 of the April 14, 1980 
agreement. The mam reason 


being the fact that the banking 
issuing the guarantee would 
require or insist upon some 
form of documentation in 
discharge of its obligations 
covered under the terms of 
guarantee. 

When this anomaly was 
pointed out to Mr. Tariq Shafi 
he shifted his stance by stating 
that no bank guarantee was 



arranged by Mr. Ahlt and 
therefore the said agreement 
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^ 

Paragraph 12: .... 

I - A* * regards the payment of 

Dh 12 Million, the same was duly 
received by me and applied as per 

the instructions of Late Mian 
Mohammad Shanf 


could not be acted up<in 
further ntftfod 

cuuMsjiMHitly snothei 

Rgrvement wu signed 
twiwecii die parties wherein it 
was agreed that Mr AM 
would be making su monthly 
installments of Al-.U 2 M each 
in cash. He was asked to 
provide a copy of this 
agreement the following day 
but submitted a copy of the 
««nc agreement already 
produced in the Court earlier 


• He docs not clarify whctheT 
the payment was received in 
cash and its further disposal 

• Ostensibly, above details were 
consciously kept vague to 
leave room for any subsequent 
change m stated position. 

• Subject Affidavit was signed 
by Mr. Tariq Shafi on 12 
November 2016; about a week 
after Mr. Al-Thani filed his 
Affidavit claiming to have 
received 

12 million Dirham from Mr. 
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Shaft's Affidavit makes no 

xoentioQ of Qatan Pnncc (Mr. 
Al-Tham) or cash payment to 
him This in retrospect, it is 


fair to conclude that Qatari 


factor was an afterthought by 
Respondents, which was later 
covered up/ addressed by Mr. 
Tanq Shafi in his second 
Affidavit 


(1 1) Date and Signatures of Deponent 


• His signature on the Affidavit 
are entirely different from his 
signatures on most of the 
Company documents 

including tn-partitc 

agreements. deposited 

•voluntarily’ by him along 


The Affidavit was signed on 12“ 
day of November. 2016 by Mr 




with his Affidavit This per sc 

undermines the credibility of 
tire Affidavit 


• Whereas signature block of 
Mr. Sbabbaz Shanf, as 


authorized representative of 


Mr. Tanq Shaft, is provided 


agreement documents 
>ct it bears the signatures of 
Tariq Shafi. 
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Affidavit dated 20 January 2017 


(CMA 432 page 20-21) 


I (12) J Paragraph I 

That the instant affidavit may be 
read in conjunction of my earlier 
affidavit dated 12 November, 2016 


(13) I Paragraph 3: 

That the sum Of UAE Di rhams 
twelve million was deposited by me 
in cash with Mr. Fahad Bin Jassitn 
Bin Jaber A] Thant of Qatar after 
receipt of each installment from Mr. 
Muhammad Abdullah Kayed Ahli 
This deposit was made by me on the 
instructions of my uncle, late Mian 
Muhammad Sharif. 


Paragraph 4: 


That at that tune Mr. Fahad Bin 
Jassun Bin Jaber A 1 Thani was 
frequently present in Dubai in 
connection with his business 
activities and received the net 
J aggregate cash payment of UAE 



An incremental approach has 
been adopted to introduce 
evidence before the court, 
hence, this affidavit, the 
details of which could have 
been covered in first affidavit 
as well. 


He stated that he neither had 
met Mr. Fahad Bin Jassim Bin 
Jaber A 1 Thani, especially 
during that period (1980) nor 

had ever made any direct 
payment to AJ Thani 
Therefore, the assertion that 
the payments were made to 
the Qatan Prince directly by 
him is factually incorrect. 

Mr. Tariq Shaft's claim of 
carrying and handing over 
cash of AED 2 million without 
any receipt or written 
acknowledgement is not 
plausible when seen in 
relation to the mention of bank 
guarantees in the contract 
document Moreover, per his 
own statement he was 
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Ihfhlltl furK« 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 * «it f i « i f 1 1 mi* 111 
Duiuu 




mithi>ri/cd to handle only I 
•m.ttl amotinis of payment*, 
large*! luring AED 60.000 
which further negates the 
clatm of handling Al t) 12 
million in cash over a 6 month 
pcuod of litne Moreover, the 
refcicnce made to the general 
practice of dealing in cash in 
die Gulf tn those times is 
contradictory to his own 
statement of issuing cheques 
!"i l.irpt: amounts 
He stated that be used to I 
receive instructions from Mian 
Sharif to deliver installments I 
to different representatives of 
Ai Thani, whom he neither 
knew nor had seen earlier. 

He further stated that he was I 
told by Mian Shanf that I 
people who collected money 
(Db 12 million) from him 
were representatives of Al 
Thant and Qatari nationals. 
However, he neither had any 
information on their identities 
nor had any prior 
acquaintance with them. 
Therefore, the assertion that 
be made payments to Al Thani 



tht«ui||h hi* t»(irmnUllv«i ii 
wi tnunpNaa, h«nc«, i aiinol 
»*c rrlicd upon Hr (mini t„ 
produce any record/ receipt 
showing transfer of money 
from Mr Ahli to him or from 
him to Al Thant lie claims 
that all payments were made 
on verbal instructions and 
trust, which is not in line with 
the agreement mentioning that 
Bank Guarantees were kept 
for payment from Mr Ahli to 
him 

He had dearly stated that 

dur “* the period 1974-77 the 
maximum amount in cash that 
he was asked to handle was 
A£D 6 °.000. This would 
make it inconsistent with the 
past practice to suddenly 
being entrusted with AED 2 
million in cash. 

He also had asserted that the 
Iar gc payments were made by 
cheques and the sudden cash 
Payment of AED 2 million per 
month is also inconsistent 
with the past practice. 


r>«rr and SignaCum of l>r|murfit 

I The Affidavit wu aigmsd mi id 20 
| January, 2017 by Mr Muhammad 
I T am) Shaft 


ritr signatures of Mr. Tartq 
Shaft tin die Affidavit are 
mutely different from hie 
signatures on moat of the 
Company document* 

including tripartite 

agreements, deposited 

'voluntarily' by him along 
with his Affidavit. 

Me stated that he did not 
indulge in any overwriting or 
deletion of any word while 
signing the Affidavit. 
However, there is visible 
cutting (-W) on the document, 
which tantamount to 
tampering. When asked to 
explain, the witness stated that 
this cutting could have been 
done by his lawyer after he 
h*d signed the document", 
however, he was unaware 
about this change. 
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loibvatfcity of Documrnii Attached with Two Affidavit* of Mr. TbH^ Sh*B. 
Frcdbirk of Ministry of Justice, UAE on MLA Request*: 

(I) In response to J! 1 '• MLA. the Ministry of Justice, Government of UAfc, 
*Aer Having scrutinized held record about Gulf Steel Mills have certified 
following facta vide their letter no. INA 68/2017 dated 28 Jun 2017 
(certified true copy of letter is attached as Annexure Q:- 


(•) 


(b) 


(c) 


There is case no 12 94 civil. the plaintiff/ BCCL - UAE. the 
defendants Muhammad Shaft Bto Mavan Muhammad Shall 
executed against, whereas the cou rt sentenced to oblige the 

defendants Muhammad Tafia Shafi M the owner of A1 Otwap 
Commercial, est. to pay an amount of AEP 9-733,280 80 (nine 

million, seven hundreds and thirty two tho usands nin e hundred 
and right, eighty five) and interest of 9 percent from 2/2/1994 till 

- g navraent and fees and an ammint nf AFP 500 for the 

fees and fix the attachment no. 340/ 9 4 9 date of sentence 
15 3 2013. 


. sale 25% agreement of 1980 of Ahli Steel Mills 
irrs-while Gulf Steel Mill? ) dated on 14/4/19E A tr> vmir 

request does not tatift 

worth AJED 12.000.000 (twelve million^ M sale 
L u’yggds of 25% shares of Ahli Stwrri Milk f rg gtwhile Gulf Steel 
M lil jj e\-ff took Place in game of Mr. M uhammad Tarig Shaft 





(d) That PO record could be found which todlC4tf tbit B OtWatlOIl of 
dm document was done bv Nourv Public of Dubai Court* on 

(e) Aftgf.chcckiag the Dubaj Customs. it teemed that there ln y 

>cnr machinery tramnorted from Dubai to Jeddah in 2001-2002 

(2) Conclusion The letter by the Ministry of Justice, Government of UAE, 
CW vg> freygnd dqubt that the documents/ record produced bv Respondents 

:y? share sale agreement are unauthentic. unverified and, fake/ 


fe taKfltftl Furthermore, attached Shore Sales Agreement 1980 and LC for 
ilAimsA transportation of scran machinery from Bahai tn ledri.h afT 



are fabricated/ fake. 


JIT s Observations on Authenticity of Documents based on the Statements of 
Respondents and Mr. Tariq Shaft Although there is no requirement to discuss 
the documents provided by the Respondents with regards to Gulf Steel Mills in 
the wake of the MLA received, yet the dichotomies in statements alone are 
cnou ^k to ermine the credibility/ authenticity of the documents produced and 
negate the narrative developed around Gulf Steel Mills:* 


( 1 ) Following inconsistencies/ contradictions in statements of Mr. Tariq Shafi 
and Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif with reference to visit to Dubai for 
procurement/ notarisation/ attestation of provided documents by Notary 
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Public Dubai and Pakistan Consulate Dubai seriously undermine the 
procedure (if any) adopted for noun ration and attestation: - 


(a) Neither did Mr Tanq Shafi see the original documents nor did be 
have these notarised/ certified from Notary Public Dubai/ Pakistan 
Consulate, Dubai 


(b) Mr. Tanq Shafi suted that the documents were obtained by Mr. 
Hussain Nawaz Sbanf who produced these documents as his 
defence Mr Hussain Nawaz Sbanf, when asked for confirmation, 
plainly declined to confirm or name the individual, if any, who got 
these notarized/ certified. Hence, Ibg nOlMIZadQO fif &e dQcun?eB4 

(c) Mr Tanq Shafi stated that Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sbanf 
accompanied him to Dubai in May/ June 2016 when they met Mr. 
Abdullah Kayed Ahli. Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sbanf denied to have 
visited Dubai for purpose of notarization/ attestations. 


(d) Mr. Tariq Shafi and Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif stated that they 
never visited Pakistan Consulate Dubai for attestation of said 
documents therefore, the process becomes questionable. 


(e) Mr. Tariq Shafi stated that Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif did not 
know Mr. Ahli while Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif stated that they 

know each other. 
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(2) n»e permission Ictin ( Annnurt D ) ri anted by the Government of Dubai 
u issued in favour of Mr Tanq Shaft and Mr Muhammad Hussain as 
puttier*/ tborcholden of Gulf Steel Mill* Limited as against the claims of 
Mr Tanq Shaft about Mian Muhammad Shanf being the sole owner The 
submitted document is neither attested nor notarised The permission letter 
has been issued on April 28. 1974 whereas Mr. Tanq Sbafi declared that 
he had not signed any application before June 1974, implying that the 
application for i&suaocc of this letter was cither signed by someone else or 
statement of Mr Tanq Shaft is false. 


( 3 ) Professional License by Dubai Municipality (Annexur£ E) is also attested 
by Consular Attach^ of Pakistan Consulate, Dubai (only signatures have 
been attested). However, Mr Tanq Shafi stated that he never visited the 
Consulate for the purpose. Furthermore, be stated that he visited Dubai 
towards the end of May/ early June 2016 and it took between 1-2 weeks 
for verification of these from the Notary Public, Dubai. The Pakistani 
Consulate attested the document on 30 May 2016, indicating that he 
visited Dubai, at the earliest, in the first or second week of May 2016. 
Travel Record of Mr Tariq Shafi is attached ( Annexure FI 

(4) Paragraph 3 of the Approval Letter by the Government of Dubai 
[ Annexure <71 shows that "the Government of Dubai shall be entitled to 
10% of net profits of the project to be paid yearly according to the 
accounts audited by a recognized auditor". Mr. Tanq Shafi could not 
produce any record/ document in this regard especially during the claimed 
boom period (from 1978 to 1980). Furthermore, the document is neither 
the Notary Public. Dubai nor signatures of the Ruler of Dubai 
LpmcJ . 41 arc legible . 

<5) The Share Sale Contract 1978 (Annexure /fl is the first document which 
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AKluallah Ahli Page 2 of the document states "since the said share is 
rep>tered in the name of sccoud party and his partner Mr. Mohammad 
Hussain". It further enumerates the names of heirs of Muhammad Hussain 
(son ShihraJ Hussain, widow and muiors), who have signed a 'cession 
letter' These are contrary to the statement of Mr Tanq Shaft, who time 
and again, stated before the JIT that he never met Mr Muhammad 
Hussain his heirs nor did he ever see the name or signature of Mr, 

Muhammad Hussain on any official document at the time of establishment 
of Gulf Steel Mill. Copy of cession letter was attached with original 
document but the same has not been provided by him as an annexure. 

(0) It is worth noting that according to Mr Tariq Shafi, Mr Shahbaz Sharif was 
actively involved tn the affairs of Gulf steel Mills especially from 1978 to 
l^SO Mr Shahbaz Sharif however distanced himself and stated that he did 
not pla> any role in funcuoning of Gulf Steel Mills and only assisted Mr. 

1 anq Shafi on direction of Mian Muhammad Shanf with reference to 
preparation of Shares Sale Agreement in 1980 (Annexure Q . He did not 
verify his signatures (in Urdu) on Shares Sale Agreement of 1978 or being 
witness in subject deed. This further dilutes the credibility/ authenticity of 
•Jus document produced on behalf of Mr. Tariq Shafi by Respondent No. 

Similarly, although he acknowledged that his nam e was shown as 
authorized representative of Tariq Shafi" in the opening statement as well 
as the signature block at the end of the 1980 sale agreement, he was quick 
to point out that he had not signed this document or hod executed this sale. 

This, too. is inconsistent to the statement made by Mr. Tariq Shafi 
according to whom the sale was executed by Mr. Shahbaz Sharif on the 
direction of Mian Muha mm ad Sharif as his representative. It would seem 
that both Mr 1 ariq Shafi and Mr Shahbaz Sharif wanted to steer away 
from the issue of sale of gulf steel 
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(7) Mr Tanq Shaft was mode to verify/ certify' each page of documents/ 
record, attached with his under reference Affidavit. He verified all die 
documents, less signatures on agreement of 1980. The assertion by Mr. 

Tanq Shaft that lie has problem with his signatures proved a he as he 
signed over 50 pages before the JIT without any difference/ variation/ 
discrepancy. Furthermore, ha denial to certify 'signatures’ on the 
provided documents with his Affidavits and expressed uncertainty about 
correctness of ’signatures on the documents* indicates that someone else 
hiiy been signing these documents of Gulf Steel Mills on behalf of Mr. 

Tanq Shafi 

8. Cash Payment by Mr. Tariq Shafi to Qatari Prince during 1980 

a. The letter by the Minis try of Justice, Government of UAE, after having verified 
the record of State Bank of UAE (Annexure Q certified that “The only evidence 
produced by the defendants to support their contention that there was 12 million 
dirham, as sale proceed of the 25% shares, available for investment in cash and 
25% share sale agreement, have not been authen t icated by the UAE authorities. 
Resultantly there exists not a single document to provide the basis for any money 
frail for the purchase of Avenfield properties and bu si n es ses of sons of the 
Respondent no 1. Moreover the statement of Mr. Tariq Shafi regarding receipt of 
the claimed cash received from Mr. Ahli and delivery of same to representatives 
of Mr. Tbani is in stark contradiction to the one filed in Honourable Supreme 
Court in his Affidavit”. 

b. The statement of Mr. Tariq Shafi and his Affidavits; letters of the Mr. Al-Tbani; 
and the Sale Agreement of Gulf Steel Mills produced by the Respondent are 
inconsistent with each other. The documentary and circumstantial evidence, when 
examined with provided record/ evidence, do not indicate any cash payment to 
Mr. Tariq Shafi by Mr. Ahli on account of sale of remaining 25% shares of Gulf 
Steel Mills in 1980. 





(J) Accordingly, payment of 12 million Dirhams cash to Mr. Fahad Bin 
Jassim Bin Jaber Al Tham, which is claimed to be the source money for 
setting up the various businesses and ultimate ownership of Avcnfield 
Apartments of the Sharif family, becomes a myth and not a reality. 

(2) Furthermore, against the 12 million Dirhams received on account of sale 
of remaining 25% shares of Gulf Steel Mills (if any), there were liabilities 
to the tune of 14 Million Dirhams; hence, it is not plausible that this sum 
was transferred to Mr. Al-Tham for investment in Real Estate. 


c. Conclusion: L Tk inconsistencies in statements o f witnesses when reviewed 
a&amst i .jiljble documentary evidence, d efinitively indi cates th at Mr Tarjq 
Shaii neither received 12 million Dirha m from Mr. Ahli as sale proceeds of 


remaining 25- « shares of Ahli Steel Milk ( 
hand over this claimed amount to Mr 
mislead the Ho nourable Su preme ffoyfl, 

8. Stance of Mian Nawaz Sharif about Gulf Steel 
Shanf was visibly evasive about most of the 
repeated questions, he stated that neith er does be 
partnership in Gulf Steel Mills, which is unlikely, 
a dmi tted only to the extent of knowing Mr. 

: on various occasions about Gulf Steel Mills v 
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(2) This factory, in 1980, was sold for 33.37 million Dirhams or for 9 million 
Dollars. 

b. Statement before the JIT 

(1) The Gulf steel Mill was setup mainly from loans. 

(2) I have neither owned nor held any beneficial interest in Gulf Steel Mills. I 
was also never involved in the running or operation of any of the foreign 
companies 

(3) 1 do not want to discuss the details of the sale proceeds of Gulf steel as 
they were best known to my father. All I know is that they were used for 
the businesses set up outside Pakistan later. 

(4) I cannot however say when was the sale proceed of Gulf steel handed over 
to Al-Tham family; whether immediately after the sale or later on. 

c. Conclusion Mian Nawaz Sharifs statement that this factory (Gulf Steel Mills), 
in 1 980 was sold for 3337 million Dirhams or for 9 million Dollars cannot be 

corroborated. 

Ownership ( Benami ) Status of Gulf Steel Mills: 

a. The question as to why Mr. Tariq Shaft and Mr. Muhammed Hussain (partners in 
Gulf Steel Mills Limited) were chosen, as ostensible owners of Gulf Steel Mills, 
has been answered differently by various witnesses. 

b. As far as Tariq Shaft is concerned, the reason has ranged from affection of Mian 


Muhammad Sharif towards Mr. Tariq Shaft to consideration and care for the 
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extended family etc. As far as Mr. Muhammad Hussain is concerned both Mr. 
Tariq Shaft and Mian Shahbaz Sharif have cited his British citizenship as the 
main reason for being a partner. Although both of them have not been able to 
provide the exact advantage likely to accrue from his being a British citizen, it 
seems that this arrangement might have been orchestrated to sever the link with 
Pakistan. 

c. In his statement Mian Nawaz Sharif explained, at length, that Sharifs are well- 
knit, closely associated and a deeply interdependent monolithic family. Mian 
Sharif had been head of family, who solely decided about the shares of various 
family members in the businesses, and the entire family used to be the 
beneficiary. This is in line with the stated position of Mr. Tariq Shaft about Gulf 
Steel Mills as wclL Therefore, it is fair to conclude that Gulf Steel Mills was also 
a family venture for the benefit of the whole family. 

d. At the time of nationalization stringent regulations were put in place like The 
Foreign Assets’ (Declaration) Regulation, 1972 issued on 10th January, 1972. The 
section 7 of the regulation states that “Any person who in contravention of any 
law for the time being in force in Pakistan acquires or attempts to acquire any 
movable or immovable property in a country other than Pakistan after the 
commencement of this Regulation shall be punished with transportation for life 
and also w’ith confiscation cither of the whole or any part of his property in 
Pakistan." 

e. It is in this perspective that the role of the two ostensible owners and partners can 
be better understood. Thus, it can be inferred that nomination of a Benamidar 
owner (an orphan aged 18 years, and a foreign national) was to distance himself 
and his immediate family members from prosecution under the above-mentioned 
Regulation. 
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f. Notwithstanding the merit of the case, the irony is that this regulation is still 
effective, albeit almost forgotten, but still included in the list of the scheduled 
offences of FIA Act 1974. Perhaps it is time that this superfluous regulation is 
repealed and taken off the schedule of FIA. 

10. Transfer of Scrap Machinery of Erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills from Dubai to Jeddah 
for Arin a Steel Mills in 2001: 

x The letter of Ministry of Justice, Government of UAE proves that scrap 
machinery of Ahli Steel Mills (erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills) was never transported 
from Dubai to Jeddah. 

b. The statement of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif is inconsistent with LC attached with 
Affidavits of Mr. Tariq Shafi. Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif stated the scrap 
machin ery of erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills was transported from Dubai to Jeddah for 
Azizia Steel Mills in approximately 50 trucks. Contrarily, LC indicates that said 
machinery was transported in only two trucks. 

c. Conclusion: Respondents have misstated about transportation of scrap 

machin ery of Ahli Steel Mills (erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills) from Dubai to Jeddah. 
This also challenges their stated position about the establishment of Azizia. 


1 1. Decree of Dubai Court against Mr. Tariq Shaft; 
x Decree against Mr. Tariq Shafi: 

(1) In December 1994, Dubai Court passed a decree (copy is attached as 
Annexure J) against Mr. Tariq Shafi for defaulting loans of BCCL The 
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court decided the. the respoudeots would pay an amount of AED 

1 1 ,014,297. Brief detail of the case is as under- 

fa) In Feb 1989, Mr. Tariq Shafi requested BCCI for Personal loan of 
AED 4 Million dirham and signed letter of Credit for 889,000 
German Franks on behalf of Truth Sbailcr. On his request, loan of 
AED 6,917,421 was granted and Letter of Credit amounting AF.D 
2,816,558. 

(b) Mr. Tariq Shafi and Imran Trade Organization defaulted in 
returning loan to the bank. Advocate agencies Zaid Galdari & 
Associates on behalf of BCCI filed a petition in court against Mr. 
Tariq Shafi & Imran Trading in Dubai court for implementation. 
Mr. Tariq Shafi according to his statement was w-oridng for Mian 
Shafi who had asked him to apply for the loan. The machinery 
reached Pakistan for Ittefaq group but LC but payment to Tariq 
Shafi was not made. This was because a dispute had started 
between the families over the businesses. When Tariq Shafi 
contacted Mian Shafi, the later told him that this transaction would 
be settled when the family settlement will take place. 

(c) Bank of Credit & Commerce Luxemburg UAE (Abu Dhabi) 
requested the court to freeze all the accounts of Respondents. The 
Dubai Court placed name of Mr. Tariq Shafi on ECL and also 
order for attachment of his property. 

(2) Filing of Case against Mr. Tariq Shafi in Lahore High Court: 

Government of Dubai filed a case in Lahore High Court against Mr. Tanq 
Shafi for defaulting bank loans. Later, Lahore High Court issued a “Stay 
Order" on the case. 
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(3) Settlement of Liabilities: BCCI petitioner requested the Dubai Court for 
stopping of implementation order of the case against Mr. 1 ariq Shafi and 
Imran Trading Organization in July 2012. Dubai Government requested 
the same from Dubai Court. Request of Dubai Government was approved 

with the file closure in August 2013. 

Findings of JIT: 

(1) As per banking rules, BCCI would not have given loan to Mr. Tanq Shafi 
until he cleared liabilities of erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills. Confronted with 
this evidence he accepted that he would not have been given loan if there 
had been liabilities against Gulf steel which he ostensibly owned. He 
however still did not disclose bow the liabilities were cleared 

(2) He failed to provide any evidence or money trail about equity related to 
his business. Therefore, it is fair to conclude that this new business might 
involve some part of sale proceeds of erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills. 


(3) The settlement of loans by Dubai Court on the request of BCCI in August 
2013, without any request or effort by Mr. Tariq Shafi, took place after 
assumption of power by Mian Muhammad Nawaz Shanf as the Prime 
Minister of Pakistan. This also coincided with the settlement between the 
Sharif and the Shafi family. 

Specific Answers of Questions Raised by Honourable Bench based on JIT’s Finding 


12. How Gulf Steel Mills came into being? The respondents through the affidavits of Tariq 
Shafi claimed that the Gulf steel was established with zero equity and 100 % loan, a position that 
is not plausible. The underlying question is whether there was any money taken out of Pakistan 
to be n s f d as equity in *hi< business. The respondents were asked time and again to produce any 
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document to support their contention that the business was started with 1 00 % loan. They did not 
however produce any document which they were required to produce before the JIT in the light 
of Articles 117, 119 & 129 of Qanoon-e-Shahadat 1984 and Section-9(a)(5) of National 

Accountability Ordinance 1999. 

13. What led to its sale? 

a. Stated Position of Mr. Tariq Shad and Respondents: Mr. Tariq Shad and 
Respondents claimed that the Gulf Steel Mills was sold as business situation in 
Pakistan improved and Mian Muhammad Sharif reassumed the possession of his 
businesses in Pakistan (especially Ittefaq Foundry), which were earlier 
nationalized. 

b. Findings of the JIT: The Gulf Steel Mills remained in loss since its 
establishment/ incorporation. Therefore, the shares in Gulf Steel Mills were sold: 

(1) to clear the liabilities; liabilities of 21 million Dirham settled in 19 8 
while r emainin g liabilities of 14 million Dirham were ostensibly settled 
between 1978 to 1986 after 25% share sale of erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills. 

(2) To focus on refurbishing the business in Pakistan, Ittefaq Foundry which 
was denationalized or invest in some new business in UAE. 

14. What Happened to its liabilities? 

a. Detail of Liabilities: The sale agreement with Mr. Kayed Ahli in 1978 placed the 
responsibilities of clearing all the liabilities including the electricity bills on the 
first party i.e Mr. Tariq Shafi, acting on behalf of Mian Sharif. The question 
arises, that if the AED 12 million were banded over to Mr. Fahad Al-Thani, how 
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were the liabilities cleared which ran into millions of Dirhams. A table 
highlighting the liabilities is as below (detailed calculation at Annexure J Q : 


Total Liability of Gulf Steel Mills on the date of Share Sale 
Contract (1978)- see page 35 of CMA 

36,023,899.91 



Amount settled by Mr. Abdallah Kaid Ahli 

21.375,000.00 

Balance Deficit to be settled by M Tariq Shafi after 
payment to BCCI by Buyer of 21,375,000 being 75 % 

share 

14,648,899.91 

Net Consideration received under agreement dated 

14.4.1980 for balance 25 % Shares 

12,000,000.00 

Balance Deficit of Gulf Steel 

(2,648,899.91) 


Stance of Mr. Tariq Shall: 

(1) The liabilities calculated as per the sale agreements stand to the tune of 
AED 14.65 million (refer to Table at Annexure K) . There is an evident 
mismatch between the liabilities of the Company and the position assumed 
by Mr. Tariq Shafi perta inin g to the sale value of the Company i.e., AED 
12 million in 1980. 
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(2) Moreover, Mr. Tariq Shafi stated that this amount was not utilized for 
clearing the outstanding liabilities, leaving the question as to how these 
were cleared as Mian Sharif did not have any other overseas business at 
that time? Mr. Tariq Shafi, in response to this query, mentioned that 
between 1978 and 1980 Ahli Steel Mills generated a profit of AED 5 
million against his shares (25%) - the mismatch with the liabilities remains 
unexplained. 

(3) He admitted that he obtained loans from BCCI on his name (4 million 
Dirham) and on name of Al-Imran Trade Organization in 1987-88. These 
loans were also obtained on instructions of Mian Muhammad Sharif. As 
per banking rules, BCCI would not have given loan to Mr. Tariq Shafi 
until he cleared liabilities of erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills. Confronted with 
this evidence he accepted that he would not have been given loan if there 
had been liabilities against Gulf steel which he ostensibly owned. He 
however still did not disclose how the liabilities were cleared. 

(4) The fact that the liabilities were promptly cleared is also evident from the 
fact that Tariq Shafi was put on ECL and warrants were issued against him 
when he defaulted in 1989. It is therefore clear that he would not have 
been able to work in Dubai if the liabilities of gulf steel, which he 
ostensibly owned, were not cleared in time. 

c. Stance of Mian Muhammad Shahbaz Sharif: 

(1) He stated that Mr. Tariq Shafi was the owner and beneficiary of Gulf Steel 
Mills, hence responsible for clearing of liabilities as well. This statement 
is explicitly inconsistent with the statements of Mr. Tariq Shafi, Mian 
M uhamm ad Nawaz Sharif and Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif, filed in the 
Court and recorded before the JIT, who stated that Mian Sharif was the 
beneficiary. 
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(2) When asked about the settlement of liabilities of Gulf Steel Mills, he 
declined to have any knowledge vis-A-vis their settlement It is not logical 
that while he admits to have assisted Mr. Tariq Shaft in preparation of the 
Shares Sale Agreement (1980) yet he remained oblivious about liabilities 
and their settlement. Prima facie, he tried to conceal facts by denying 
knowledge about liabilities. 

(3) He stated that it was not character of his father Mian Muhammad Sharif to 
start another business without clearing liabilities of old business. 

d. Conclusion by JIT: It can be fairly concluded that liabilities of Gulf Steel Mills 
were cleared between 1978 to 1986, without which Mr. Tariq Shaft could not 
have obtained a new loan from BCCI. The fact that he started a new business in 
Dubai in 1981-82 is also indicative that the liabilities were cleared otherwise he 
would face proceedings similar to the ones he faced in 1990s. The JTT envisage 
following possibilities with reference to settlement of liabilities of Gulf Steel 
Mills by Mian Muh amm ad Sharif; 

(1) Possibility-1: The liabilities (approximately 14 million Dirham in 1980) 
might have been settled through share sale proceeds (if any) of Ahli Steel 
Mills (erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills) in 80s. 

(2) Possibility-2: Part of liabilities of Gulf Steel Mills was settled by portion 
of sale proceeds of 25% of Ahli Steel Mills (erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills). 

(3) Possibility -3: Liabilities were settled by Mian Sharif through undeclared 
wealth, transferred illegally from Pakistan to Dubai during 80s. 

15. Where did its sale proceeds end up? 
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a. 75% share sale proceeds (21 million Dirham) of Gulf Steel Mills were used by 
Mian Muhammad Sharif/ Mr. Tariq Shafi to settle part of liabilities in 1978. 

b. Remaining 25% shares of Ahli Steel Mills (erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills) belonging 
to Sharif family were ostensibly sold between 1978 to 1986, and were used 

(1) to clear remaining liabilities (14 million Dirhams). 

(2) to invest in new business in Dubai, owned by Mian Muhammad Sharif and 
operated by Mr. Tariq Shafi from 1980-81 to 1994. Mr. Tariq Shafi later 
defaulted the loans obtained by him for this business. 

16. How did they reach Jeddah, Qatar and UK? 

a. The UAE government in response to the MLA sent by the JIT has not verified the 
sale document of 25 % shares of gulf steel. This is the only document that the 
respondents have relied upon to explain the money trail for investment in Qatar, 
which in turn provided money for businesses and properties in Jedd ah and UK- 
The respondents were asked to produce any documents to support their contention 
but did not do so despite the fact that they were required to produce this evidence 
before the JTT in the light of Articles 1 17, 119 & 129 of Qanoon-e-Shahadat 1984 
and Section-9(a)(5) of National Accountability Ordinance 1999. 

b. The clearance of liabilities of gulf steel as explained in the section above would 
have in any case wiped out almost all of the claimed proceeds of sale of gulf steel 
and therefore there was no money available to be invested in any case. 


Conclusive Findings by the JIT 



17. In view of the above, conclusive findings of the JTT are; 
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a. that Gulf Steel Mills was a family business; Mr. Tariq Shaft and Mr. Muhammad 
Hussain were the Benami owners, while Mian Muhammad Sharif was the actual 
owner, being head of the family. Mian Muhammad Sharif used the — two 
Benamidars fan orphan aged I S years, and a fo reignjiatioRal ) prcsutjuHy.t.j 

dictance himself and his immediate fa mily njaabja^^ 

Foreign Assets' (Declara t ion') Regulation. 1972 issued on 10th January , 1972 ; 


that two Affidavits of Mr. Tario Shaft, produced bv Respondent No - 1 bcfor _ c _thc 
Honourable Snnrwmy flnurt of Pakistan, arc factuall y incorr ect, speculative , 
tampered and m isleading, hence cannot be relied upon. 


c . As per information received fr om UAH Go vernment, the Share Sale Agreemen t 
1980 produced bv t he Respondents under an Affidavit in the Honorable Supreme 
Point of Pakistan, does not e x ist, hence the attached copy (Annexure-J) 13 
Vf pnthenric- fictitious, and fabricated. The notarization of the said document has 
also been proved to be fictitious and illegal; 

d. that stated position of R e spondents and Mr- Tariq Shafi about Gulf Steel 

and proceeds thereto (12 m illion Dirham') is false, fabricated, inconsistent and 
factually income , hw^e cannot he relied upon; 

e. that Mian Muhammad Naw a z Sharif, during his address t Q the nation, stgtgd 

in 1 PRO this factory (Gulf Steel Millsl w as sold for AED 33 37 tnjlllCT (VSS -2 
million") This is not consistent with cithe r the docu ments/ record 019^^4 by &S 
Respondents themselves or the findings of the JIL 

f that Mr. Tariq Shafi neither received AED 12 million from Mf, A h ll « 

proceeds of rema ining 25% shares of Ahli Steel M i l l ? ( . ffStwhlte Gvlf Steel M i lls) 
nor Hid he hand over this cla i med amount to Mr, Al-ThMli durjpff 19SQ; 



g. iht flnlf Steel Mills h ad liabiliti e s to the tune of AED 36.02 million: of the^ ? 
AED 21 milli on were cleared in 1978 wh ile remaining AhU 14 million_were 
dewed after 197 8. record or detail of which i s n.n available; 

h. that Mr. Tana Shafi not onlv .produced _talss_an,<l_mjs leading affidavits .jiuhg 
Honorable Supreme Court but iolsaJmownLtQ_hayc, , attainted reputation a$_hc 

defaulted on loans of BCCI in 1987-88. Owing to his reputation and the fact that 
he remained an absconder from law and was placed m t he exit .1 ho by 

UAE authorities: 

i. that Respondents have misst ated about transudation, of scrap roachingoLQf 
erstwhile Gulf Steel to Jeddah. LC d ocument of tT.m srortatn ri pfscrap machinery 

from Dubai to Jeddah is unauthentic and fictitious . 



Overall, the inconsistencies In the statements of Sharif family with reference to Gulf 

Steel Mills and the documents obtained from foreign jurisdiction by the JIT 


through M utual legal Assistance legal conclusively prove that the stnrv of 
Respondents. about Qulf .$teej. Mills is unautfregti.c^lacjc s s ubstance and seems 
fabricated. The available and produced documents / record, circumstantial evidence 
and discrepancies / inconsistencies of Mr Tariq Shafi and Respondents also 
establish that the sale proceeds of Gulf Steel Mills A r EV£R Xea£h.ed_Je dd ahjaatar 
or UK. 










Section II 


Ownership of Avenfield Apartments 


Documentary Evidences, Annexures and details are covered in Volume IV of Investigation 
Report of Joint Investigation Team, Panama Case 
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Documentary Evidences, Annexures and details are covered in Volume IV of Investigation 


Report of Joint Investigation Team, Panama Case 


OWNERSHIP OF AVENFIELD A PAR TMI M S 


The Honourable Bench has directed the JIT to probe following three (3) questions related 

to Avenfield Apartments; 

i. Whether Respondents No. 7 and 8 in view of their tender ages had the means in 

the early nineties to possess and purchase the flats? 

ii. How bearer shares crystalized into flats? 

iii. Who, in fact, is the real and beneficial owner of M’s. Nielson Enterprises Limited 
and Ms. Nescoll Limited? 

Back ground of the questions 

1. The Panama Papers were released on 20 th of April 2016 by ICU (International 
Consortium of Investigative Journalists). Prior to the publication of Panama Papers, Mr. Hussain 
Nawaz Sharif, who seldom appears in the media, gave a series of interviews to T\ c h a nn els. 
Subsequent to die publication of the Panama Papers the Prime Minister also addressed the nation 


on a number of occasions to answer allegations that the Sharif family owns the Avenfield 
Apartments through offshore companies. After the legal proceedings started in the Honourable 
Supreme Court of Pakistan, the Prime Minister and the members of his family became the 
Respondents and filed their defence. During all media interviews, addresses to the nation and the 
proceedings in the Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistan, the ownership of the apartments by 
the Sharif family was admitted. 

2. There however remained confusion as to who actually was the beneficial owner, Ms 
Maryam Safdar, who according to the leaked Panama Papers was identified as such by the 
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Financial Investigation Agency of British Virgin Islands or Mr. Hussain Nawaz who had 
publicly stated that he was the beneficiary of a trust of which his sister Maryam was the trustee. 
This, however, required an answer to the question as to what were the sources of funds for the 

purchase of these apartments and how were funds transferred abroad. 

3. The family of Mian Sharif had taken over the possession of these apartments , soon after 
they were purchased in the period between 1993-96, through 13 VI companies, Neilson and 
Ncscoll. The different media interviews by the Sharif family regarding the purchase and 
possession of the apartments throughout the period 1999 to 2016 and the addresses of the Prime 
Minis ter gave different versions which were often contradictory. During the proceedings of the 
case before the Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan the respondent filed their responses which 
admitted not only possession but also the fact that the family had been paying some of the taxes 
like the ground rent etc., throughout. The main beneficiary of the apartments, however seemed to 
be Mr. Hussain Nawaz, who was the first occupier and Hasan Nawaz Sharif who continues to 
reside there. They however had started living in these apartments as students and the question 
arose how they were, despite their tender ages had the means in the early nineties to possess and 
purchase the flats. 

4. The Qatari investment with Mr. Fahad Al-Thani became the primary explanation for the 
origin of funds that were available to the Sharif family, not only for the purchase of apartments, 
but also for other overseas businesses established by the family members of the Prime Minister 
including the steel mill in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA). With many s hi ftin g and 
sometimes conflicting positions, it was explained by the Respondents 7 and 8 that the sale 
proceeds of the Gulf Steel Mills were invested, in cash terms and without documentation, with 
the Al-Thani famil y of Qatar, and all subsequent overseas ventures including purchase of the 
apartments, setting up of the businesses in KSA and UK were undertaken from the profits made 
from this investment. 


5. The ownership however was admitted from 2006 onwards and it was claimed that the 
BVI companies who owned these apartments were purchased by the Qatari Al-Thani famil y who 
held the ownership through bearer certificates. It was further claimed that the ownership 
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changed hands through the handing over of bearer certificates as a result of final settlement 

between the Sharif family and Althani family. 

Methodology of Investigations 

6. Recording of Statements : The JIT recorded statements ofi i) Mian Muhammad Nawaz 
Sharif (Respondent No. 1), »i) Mian Muhammad Shahbaz Sharif, iii) Ms. Maryam Safdar 
(Respondent No. 6), iv) Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif (Respondent No. 7), v) Mr. Hasan Nawaz 
Sharif (Respondent No. 8) and, vi) Captain (R) Muhammad Safdar ( Respondent no 9) for either 
being possibly acquainted with the details of Avenfield properties or having filed document(s)/ 
supporting evidence in the Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistan during the Panama Case 
proceedings as respondents. Excerpts of their statements related to Gulf Steel Mills arc attached 
as Annexure_A . 

Request for Mutual Legal Assistance The JTT requested the British Virgin 

Islands (BVT), United Kingdom (UK) and Switzerland, for authentications/ certification of 
documents that had surfaced dining the Panama Leaks or had been submitted by the Respondents 
in the Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistan during Panama Case hearing. 

8. Money Trail Leading to Ownership of Avenfield Properties by Respondents: 

a. The Respondents claimed that M's. Nielson Enterprises Limited and M/s , 

Limited which were sole shareholders (bearer shares) of Avenfield Apartments 
(Flat # 16, Flat # 16 A, Flat # 17 and Hat # 17A) belonged to Qatari Prince. 

b. The Avenfield Apartments were in possession of Sharif family since 1993 till to- 
date. In early 2006, as consequence of fee settlement 1 wife Mr. Hamad Al-Thani. 
fee bearer shares of M/s. Nielson Enterpris es Limited and M/s, NcscqU Li mi t ed 


1 The Respondents claims 
Qatari Real Estate business 
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were transferred to Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif in light of desire of late Mian 
Muhammad Sharif. Accordingly, Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif became tfre splc 
beneficial own e r IMssn Enterprises Lim ited and M/s. Ncscoim mit^ 

(owned Avcnficld properties), 

In 4 February 2006, a Trust Deed* was signed between Mr. Hussain Nawaz 
Sharif and Ms. Maryam Nawaz Sharif, declaring Ms. Maryam Nawaz Sharif as 
‘Trustee" of Avenfield properties. Similarly, in 2008, another “Trust Deed was 
signed between Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and Ms. Maryam Safdar. Ms. Mflcyfflil 

men^ndentNo. 61 in respons e to specific suinrnon_lojr'Mlnc_r_the oni;ir.al 

of ft Trust Deed document of M/s. Nielson Fnt crmics I < mit<?d ^d M/S. NCS9Q 11 
| ftptfd (A»*„ur* m and, in Trust Deed of roojnjicj_InjL_MqncK»^ Q 
provided what she stated were the “ Originals" but were in reality good quaUty 
photocopies of the originals. 



x 


Documentary Evidence in the Case 

9 Documents/ Record Provided bv th e Respondents: 

a. Despite prior notice, the Respondents (No. I, 6, 7 & 8) and Mr. Hamad Al-Thani 
provided selected documents or record but faded to produce any additional 
document/ record or evidence before the JIT to substantiate their stated position 
on the ownership of the apartments. The following documents/ records (only 
photocopies provided to JIT) and the Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan, 
attached with CMA 432, 7531 and 751 1, are the main basis of the defence of the 
Respondents with regard to Avcnficld propertics:- 

(1) Trust Deed; page 83-86 (CMA 7531, 7511) 




Jl 
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(2) Share Certificates; Ncscoll and Ncilscn Enterprises, Page 63-72 

(CMA7531). 

(3) Copy of Sheikh Hamad Bin Jasim Bin Jaber A1 Tham letter, page 

22 (CMA 432). 

(4) Worksheet for settlement; page 63 (CMA 432). 

l0 . iwnmentarv Evidence Acquired by the II l ThOT MC P*Q key . d a cu ingitLwhich 
gri ped the JIT to draw co p clinriona afaont not only the ownership of the Apartme nt ^ buj_also 
fKont nearly all the Questions r aised bv the Honorable Supreme Conn pf MiStai 

a. Authentication of Letters of Mr. Er rol Georur (Director. — iiilillbli-'i 
Investigation Agency. BVT) and response th ereto of Mnssa c k Fonseca Co. 

fBVH f released bv ICIJ in Panam a Papers): 


(1) In response to JTTs MLA, Mr. Errol George director, Financial 
Investigation Agency. BVD has certified/ verify h)5 correspondence with 
Ms J. Nizbcth Maduro fMonev Laun d ering Repotting Officer . M u st ek 
Fonseca & Co. ra vni during June 2012 as tree copies (copies of the said 
letter/ correspondence is attached as Annexure D. 

(2) In his letter addressed to the JIT, Mr. Errol George has confirmed _ t ]ie 
following :- 


(a) 


That a letter dated 12 June. 201 2 (ficanflg ff fCTCTW “SA l tf 1 420 
was issued bv the Financ i al Investigation Agepcv of M Prifi sfa 
Virgin Islands (“the A yencVn signed bv Mf. Errol Qwnff * 
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,nri Niriann limited to My, T Kirheth Madam. MojiexUuMenmi 
reporting Officer. Moss a ck Fonseca & Co. (BVT) L t d . 

(b) That the Agency received a reply dated 22 June, 2012 from 
Mossack Fonseca & Co.(BVl) Ltd, responding to queries raised by 
the Agency in relation to Nielson Enterprises Limited; and 

(c) That the Agency received a reply dated 22 June, 2012 from 
Mossack Fonseca & Co. (BVT) Ltd, responding to queries raised 
by the Agency in relation to Nescoll Limited. 


The letters certified/ verified by Mr. Errol George in response to MLA 
request indicate that Ms. J. Nizbeth Maduro [Money Laundering 
Reporting Officer. Mossack Fonsec a & Co. fBVTfl. in her two letters 
Hated 22°* June 2012, has provided following information to FIA, BVI:- 


(a) Re: Nielson Enterprises Limited - BC# 114856 (copy attached): 
Excerpts of the letter are as under: 


The Benefi cial Owner of the. 


whose address is Saroor Palac e . Bazp pg . al cq i ffl Jt, 
Rnwais. Jeddah. Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Passport WBX 
enclosed for ease of reference. 


Please be infor med that we art not in receipt pf Jfa£ 
nametsV contact details and physical add rpSS of tfo Settles, 
Tpistce and Reneficiarv of anv Tn istfs’l connected to .g 

concerned with the aforementioned company . 



( 4 ) 
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(b) Re: Nescoll Limited - BC# 77606 (copy attached): Excerpts of 
the letter are as under. 

i. The Benefici al Owner of the company is Marvam Safdar 
whose address is Saroor Palace, bazouc al ctnag stJRuwais, 
Jeddah. Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Pas sport copy enclosed 

for ease of reference . 

ii. Please be informed that we arc no .t_. in receipt of the 
nftmefsV contact details and physical addres s of the Settler, 
Trustee and Beneficiar y nf any Trnstisl connected to or 
concerned with the aforement ioned company. 

Conclusions: The authenticated documents render incorrect, into, the 
defence of Ms. Maryam Safdar (Respondent No. 6) and Mr. Hussain 
Nawaz Sharif (Respondent No. 7), taken before the Honourable Supreme 
Court of Pakistan and the JIT with respect to the beneficial ownership of 
the apartments and the Trust Deed submitted, as under:-. 

(a) The authentication of above documents by Mr. Errol George and 
their receipt through formal official channels of Attorney General 
Office of BVL prove beyond doubt that Ms. Maryam Safdar was 
the real and Beneficial Owner of Nielson and Nescoll offshore 
companies in 2012 and thus owned Avenfield properties. 

(b) It authenticates that there was no Trust/ Trustees associated with 
these companies. 

(c) The address of Ms. Maryam Safdar as shown in the letters of Ms. 
J. Nizbeth Maduro (Mossack Fonseca & Co. BVI), is of Saroor 




Palace, Jeddah. Therefore, it can be assumed, if not contradicted 
by any documentary evidence, that Ms. Maryam Safdar remained 
the real and Beneficial Owner of the Avcnficld properties under 
Nielson and Nescoll offshore companies, since she was living in 
Saroor Palace, Jeddah (between 2000 to 2005). 

(d) The analysis of tax returns of Ms. Maryam Safdar shows that she 
had never declared Avcnficld Apartments, as her overseas 
properties, 

Letter of SAMBA Financial Group, Tahlia Ladies Branch dated 
3 rd December 2005 addressed to Minerva Financial Services Limited (copy 
attached as Annexure £ In her statement before the JIT and CMA (page 1 8), 
Ms. Maryam Safdar (Respondent No. 6) has authenticated this letter to be true 
copy. However, she has taken up the position that she was given this letter on her 
request since she was Trustee of Avenficld properties, which were being looked 
after by Minerva. 


Excerpts of this letter arc as undcr> 

(a) This is to certify that Maryam Mohammad Safdar is one of our 
valued customer in SAMBA Al-Tahlia Branch since 2002. And 
she is well known to us. 

(b) full address: Saroor Palace, Bazouc al eman st Ruwais, Jeddah, 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. 


This certificate was given to Maryam 
her request without any responsibility 


Mohammad Safdar based on 
on our part 


(c) 


( 2 ) 


Conclusions: 


(a) The accepted letter establishes link of Ms. Maryam Safdar with 
Minerva Service since December 2005. 

(b) Same address (Saroor Palace) is given in the SAMBA and Mr. 
Errol George letters (referred above), which indicates the 
timeframe of the linkage of Ms. Maryam Safdar with Minerva 
Service (2005). 

(c) The contention of Ms. Maryam Safdar, of being Trustee of 
Avenfield properties, and that being the reason for her linkage 
with Minerva Services and the SAMBA letter is rendered totally 
incorrect by the authenticated letters of Mr. Errol George that 
plainly prove that she was the Beneficial owner of these properties, 
which were managed by Minerva Services. 

(3) Conclusions: Ms. Maryam Safdar has submitted fake/ falsified 
documents to the JIT, which is a criminal offence. These documents are 

decovs to manipulate facts and camouflage truth . Mr Hussain Nawaz and 
Capt (R) Safdar as well as Ms Maryam safdar have also signed these 
falsified and misleading documents. Mr Hasan Nawaz Sharif, having 
submitted these documents as Respondent No. 8 is also prima facie 
involved in manipulating and misleading the Honorable Supreme Court of 
Pakistan. 

11. PC's Legal Opinion on Validity of the Nescoll/Nielsen Declaration of Trust under 


English law. The defence of the Respondents with reference to the ownership of Avenfield 
properties hinges on Trust Declaration (Nielson and Nescoll Companies, Annexure B) between 
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Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and Ms. Maryam Safdar, claimed to have been signed in 2006 and 
2008 respectively. 

12. The JIT has examined and considered the validity and authenticity of the Nescoll/Nielsen 
Declaration of Trust With regard to its validity of the Nescoll/Nielsen Declaration of Trust, the 
JIT has considered the two “expert opinions" of English Queen’s Counsel filed on behalf the 
Respondents No. 7 and 8 and by the Petitioner in CP 29/16 respectively. The “expert opinion” 
filed on behalf of the Respondents No. 7 and 8 is that of Stephen Moverley Smith QC dated 12- 
6-2017 is at page 107 of CMA 432/17 Annexure F . The “expert opinion” filed on behalf of the 
Petitioner is of Gilead Cooper QC and is dated 13-2-2017. This was filed through a CMA and 
comprises of 22 pages. Annexure G 

1 3. The opinion of Stephen Moverley Smith QC is that there is no requirement, under either 
the laws of England and Wales, or under the laws of the British Virgin Islands, for trust 
instruments to be registered or filed with any authority and that there being no obligation to 
register or file a trust instrument, it becomes effective on the trustee agreeing by his signature to 
bold the assets of the trust on the terms of the written instrument This opinion does not refer to 
either the Coomber Trust Declaration or the Nescoll/Nielsen Declaration of Trust nor does it 
state that the either was examined for the purposes of rendering that opinion. It is restricted to a 
general and broad statement of the English and BVI law as noted above. 

14. The opinion of Gilead Cooper QC is substantially more detailed and refers at length to 
the pleadings of the Respondents No. 6 and 7 in CP 29/17 as well as specific provisions of the 

4 

Nescoll/Nielsen Declaration of Trust It also considers and comments on the opinion rendered by 
Stephen Moverley Smith QC. Upon examination of the said opinion the position that emerges 
under English law according to Gilead Cooper QC is that: 

a. As a matter of English law, there are two methods bv which a trust may be 
created: either a settlor mav declare himself Xq be trustee of property belonging to 

him: or a settlor may transfer property to a trustee, who accents the trust die case 
of bearer shares, the legal title is vested in whoever has physical possession of the 
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cham certificates, and in ord er far the trust ro he fully constituted, ^ .ce rt i ficates 

must hr nhvsicallv Handed to the trustee . There is no mention of the bearer shares 
in this case ever having been handed over to Respondent No. 6 in either the 
pleadings of Respondents No. 1, 6 or 7 nor in any statement made by them before 
the JTT. Consequently, “if this did not take place, there was no transfer, and 
consequently no trust." It is the opinion of this expert that neither the English nor 
the BVI jurisdiction will recognise a valid trust of which the Respondent No. 6 is 
the trustee unless there was physical delivery of the bearer shares to her. 

The JIT having considered both “expert opinions” carefully is of the view that, on 
balance, tire legal conclusions of Gilead Cooper QC appear to reflect the correct 
position as these have been reached by considering all of the available facts and 
are underpinned by English law. If this position is accepted, w hich the JTT tends 
to agree with, then the obvious con s equence is that the Nescoll/Niclge a 
Declaration of Trust did not create anv vali d and lawful trust Under Enultgh iaw- 

The matter of the continued validity of the Ncscoll/yiclsCD Declaration pf Tri iS! 
does not, however, rest there . It is an admitted position as pleaded by the 
Respondents No. 6, 7 and 8 that the “bearer” shares of Nescoll Limited and 
Nielsen Enterprises Limited were “cancelled" in July 2006 and new "registered’ 
shares were issued in the name of Minerva entities. Again, since to create a val i d 
mist. English law requires the transfer of the trust p roperty fin this case, after July 
2006 being the “registered shares" of Nescoll Limited aodNielsea EQ tPTBDSg 
Limited and not the “bearer" shares! to a trustee, who accepts.thc trust, thg 

cancellation of the ‘‘bearer" shares would have terminated anv trust that may have 
existed as it left Respondent No. 6 with n othin g over wh i ch s h e SSSM fo * ttWtt fii 
without the bearer shares, she had no inte rest in Nescoll Limited and NielSCT 
Enterprises Limited . Furthermore, by cancelling the bearer shares and giving 
instructions for the issue of new shares, it is the opinion of Gilead Cooper QC that 
Respondent No. 7 “was in effect exercising his right under Saunders v Vautier 
(1841) 4 Beav. 115. to wind up the trust as the absolute beneficial owner” and that 
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would have “discharged" Respondent No. 6 “from any duties or obligations she 
might have had under the” Ncscoll/Niclscn Declaration of Trust. The JIT. on 
balance, tends to agree wife this opin ion, the consequence of which igjhat even if 
assuming arvuendo there was a valid trust over the “bearer — sjwc SJjfll h_e f te c t 
from the date of purported execution of the Ncs coll/Niclscn Declaration of Trus: 

in February 2006. it would have terminated in July 2006. when the bear cjLSliaies 
were cancelled. Therefore, with effect from the date of cancellation of the 
“bearer” shares there was no lawful and valid trust and neither is such trust 
continuing to-date, contrary to the pleadings of the Respondents No. 6 and 1 and 
their respective statements before the JTT. 


15 . Authenticity of the Trust Document Produced : The JIT during examination of the 
document observed inconsistencies in the document produced by the Respondents as Nielson/ 
Nescoll Trust Deed and Coomber Inc, Trust Deed. Foregoing, the JIT underwent an exhaustive 
examination regime to include seeking comments from the solicitor (Jeremy Freeman), who had 
authenticated this Trust Deed and also the handwriting experts. 

a. Mr Freeman’s response was limited. Annexure If . 



\) He stated: ”... We are in receipt of your email dated 27th June 201 7 sent 
at 13:36 to our Mr Freeman. On 4th February 2006 Mr Hussain Nawaz 
Sharif and Mr Waqar Ahmed attended at these offices bearing the original 
Declarations of Trust, copies of which were attached to your email under 

reply and neither of which had Mr Freeman seen previously we do not 

propose corresponding with you any further.. " 

(2) It is material to note that Freeman: 


Claims to have seen the ’original’ documents which are identical to 
“copies" attached to Quist’s letter. 
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(b) He bad not seen the documents until they were allegedly produced 

by Hussain Sharif. 

(c) Confirms being one of two witnesses who also signed the 

document. 


(3) 


(d) Confirms the contents of his 5 January are allegedly correct 

(e) Refuses to give detailed answers to Quist’s questions and to 
entertain any further correspondence. 

Conclusion: At the time we therefore concluded that the failure by Mr 
Freeman to respond in comprehensive terms to Quist’s letter was strongly 
indicative of the fact that to do so, namely, provide full and honest replies, 
would have incriminated not only Hussain Sharif and Mariam Safdar but 
also the other respondents in addition to Mr Freeman himself. 


Expert Opinion hv Document Examiner of “Trust Declarations” of Nescoll & 

Nielson Limited and Coomher Inc.. Provided by Ms. Marvam Safdar to the 

HI; 

(1) Ms. Maryam Safdar, during her appearance before the JIT, provided 
following two documents, claiming these to be “Original Copies" 

(a) “Nescoll/Nielsen Declaration" (copy attached as Annexure E)\ 

(b) “Coombcr Declaration" (copy attached as Annexurt Q , 

(2) It is worth mentioning that the JIT had, after noticing some obvious 
cuttings in the dates in the photocopied documents presented 
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respondents in the Court proceedings had already got an expert opinion 
from “The Radley Forensic Document Laboratory (Forensic Handwriting 
& Document Examination Experts), London and had obtained the first 
report which is at Annexure I . The JIT also sent, what was presented by 
Ms Maryam Safdar as “Original Documents” to ‘The Radley Forensic 
Document Laboratory (Forensic Handwriting & Document Examination 
Experts), London for examination. After forensic examination, the said 
Laboratory submitted a comprehensive report duly signed by ROBERT 
W. RADLEY (Forensic Handwriting & Document Examiner), profile at 
Annexure J . and copy of report is attached as Annexure K . Summary of 
their opinion is as under:- 

(a) Both certified Declarations arc bound with a staple and an eyelet 
binder in the top left hand comer which enclosed the pages of the 
Declaration within a green triangular comer piece. I am firm,ly_gf 
the opinion that both of the docume nts have been unbound with thg 
removal of the evelet in each case and the removal a number of 
staples and then rebound using the same eyelets and a single staple 
per document . 

(b) I have identified the type font used to produce both certlfisd 
Declarations as “Calibri”. However, Calibri w as nryt commercially 
available before 31st January 2007 and as such, neither of_tfae 
nppinak nf the certified Declarations i s correctly dated and haPPY 
to have been created at som e later point in time. 
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(3) Conclusions: 

(a) The report prepared by the UK based (Forensic Handwriting & 
Document Examiner) proves, beyond any doubt that presented 
documents by respondents in the Supreme Court and the 
documents presented to the JIT by Ms. Maryam Safdar were 
falsified to mislead the Court to believe that they were signed in 
2006, whereas they could not have been typed in that font in that 
year as it was not yet introduced. 

(b) The report bv the Forensic Handwriting & Document Examine r 

farthe r gQ ir oborate s a nd su bstantiates t he certifi e d l ett e rs of Ml: 
Errol George, which indicate that Ms. Maryam Safdar was 
Beneficial Owner of Neilson/ Nescoll offshore companies (sole 

shareholders of Avenfield properties) and there was no trust or 
•Trustee”. 

16. Conclusive Findings with reference to Authentication of Documents : Following facts 
are proved beyond doubt;- 

a. Ms. Maryam Safdar had been the real and Beneficial Owner of Neilson and 
Nescoll Offshore Companies and owned Avenfield properties in 2012 and before. 
Her present status with reference to ownership of these properties could not be 
checked/ verified in absence of record/ evidence, which the Rcspondents jrers 
required to provide in line with Oanoon-e-Shahadat . 


b. Trust Declaration documents, presented by Ms. Maryam Safdar to the JIT, as well 
as the photocopies of these documents submitted in the Honorable Supreme Court 
of Pakistan, are fake and fabricated documents. These documents are decoys to 
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mislead the Honourable Supreme Co urt of Pakistan, pianipu 1 atg_fc> ct; apd 

camouflage truth. 

The non-provisitm of Wflueated corro b orative documents/ record and refusal to 
give “D q tff Plf'Tl flfHTB CO Wfll*** tn JIT bv the Re spondents, corroborate the 
fact that Respondents were consciously veiling the e videngp apd its acccss _ bxJ£ L 
which they were otherwise required t o produce before the JTT in the light . Qf 
^ ^*117 110 A 129 of Oanoon-c-Shahadat 1984 and Scction-9(a)(5j of 

National Accountability Ord inance 1292 


JIT’s Findings on the bases of Statements of the Respondents 

17. Possession of Avcnfield Properties : Although rendered almost inconsequential due to 
the documentary evidence presented above, the investigation by JIT about the possession of the 
apartments is discussed below. 

a. It is an accepted fact that A verified Apartments (Flats No. 16, 16a, 17 & l a) are 
in possession of Sharif family since 1993. Mr. Hussain Nawaz Shanf claimed to 
have taken possession of first apartment (Flat # 17) in 1993. Later his brother, Mr. 
Hasan Nawaz Sharif joined him in 1994, and also his cousins Mr. Hamza Shahbaz 
and Mr. Haroon. He claimed to have taken possession of Apartment No. 16 
during 1995, which was earlier in use by an Arab family. He claimed to have also 
ralf>»n possession of Apartment 17 A in the period 1995- 96. Some discrepancies 
and inconsistencies in the statement of Respondents with reference to possession 
of apartments are as under, 

b. Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif has practically lived all of his adult life in the Avcnfield 
apartment. He was however very evasive in answering the questions about the 
ownership of the apartments. He was asked about the interview that was aired in 
Tim Sabistian’s BBC program “Hardtalk” attributed his answer to being very 


> 
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young at that time and facing an anchor like Tim was not easy. He also said that 
the questions related to the Avcnficld Apartments, in Hardtalk, were posed 
without any notice. He further stated that he should have stated the same thing 
that he has stated today before the JIT i.e he did not know who was paying the 
rent for the apartments. The claim of Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif, notwithstanding 
his age at that time, is not convincing as he did not acknowledge, in his statement 
before the JIT, that he had any knowledge, who owned Nielson and Nescoll at 
that time and even refused to acknowledge that he knew of these names at that 
time. 

Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif (Respondent No. 8) contradicted the statement by Mr. 
Hussain Nawaz Sharif about possession of Avenfield Apartments, who had earlier 
stated that only Apartment No. 17 was in his possession in 1994. Contrarily, he 
confirmed that three Avenfield Apartments (No. 16, 1 6a & 17) were already in 
possession of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif when he reached London in 1 994 while 
they got possession of the fourth Apartment (No. 17a) over the next 6 months. It 
substantiates that Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif prima facie was not truthful to the 
JTT about possession of these Apartments. 

Mian Nawaz Sharif distanced himself from the apartments and could not explain 
the timeframe and procedure adopted for obtaining possession of Avenfield 
Apartments by his sons namely; Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and Mr. Hasan Nawaz 
Sharif and was even uncertain about which son claims the ownership of the flat* 
now. He was u n a b le to reply to questions with reference to possession of 
Avenfield Apartments vis-a-vis their management since 1993/94. 

Mian Nawaz Sharif stated that he usually stayed in Apartment No. 16 (Avenfield) 
whenever he visited London. It is interesting to note that, except him, no one is 
ever stated to have lived in Apartment No. 16; the only exception was Mian 
Mu h a mmad Sharif, who as per the statement of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif stayed 
in this apartment while he was sick in nineties. This exclusive use of the 
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apartment mokes him the sole beneficiary of the apartment as far as possession is 

concerned. . 

f. Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif stated that Mr. Hussain Nawaz Shanf had been paving 
for the ground rent and utilities of Avcnficld Apartments from 1994 to 2000; 
thereafter he started himself paying it for which money also came from Mr. 
Hussain Nawaz Sharif. This contention is not consistent with the stance of Mr. 
Hussain Nawaz Sharif who stated that he did not pay these expenses after he left 
London in 1996. Both the brothers are supposed to be having firsthand knowledge 

about this aspect being personally involved in the said activity, hence cannot be 

* 

given the benefit of doubt. Prime facie, either one or both of them has lied to hide 
some fact On the other hand, Mian Nawaz Sharif was unable to reply to questions 

with reference to possession of Avenfield Apartments vis-i-vis their management 
since 1993/94. 

g. Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif stated that he had been receiving money from his 
grandfather from the account of Ittefaq Group of Industries, 32 Empress Road 
Lahore for payment of ground rent and service charges for the Avcnficld 
Apartments, which is in line with the statements of Mian Nawaz Sharif and Mian 
Shahbaz Sharif. Mian Nawaz Sharif reconfirmed that all expenses related to stay 
of Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif and Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and the flats were 
being met by his father, Mian Muhammad Sharif. He stated that he knew that his 
family was paying the ground rent, service charges and utilities but did not know 
whether rent was being paid or not. 

18. Monev Trail, as Claimed by the Respondents - Investment in Qatari Business bv 

Mian Sharif and their Proceeds thereto : The JTT, based on available documentary evidence 
and inconsistencies in the statements of the witnesses, has clearly concluded that the spreadsheet 
attached with Qatari letter (copy attached as Annexure LI has been "constructed' as an 

afterthought to artificially connect missing dots in money trail of Sh arif family with reference to 




Al-Thani in the Honourable Supre me Court of Pakistan is a “Myth" and not a reality. Details 
along with corroborating evidence have been covered in Volume-IV (Qatari Letters) of the JIT’s 

Investigation Report 

19. Ownership of Avenfield Apartments and Trust Deed, as Claimed hv the 

Respondents : Although it h«« W n proved bevond doubt that Ms. Maryam Safdar bad been 

the owner of Avenfield properties and that documents filed bv the Respondents (No, 6. 7 fr 8) 

are fake and manipulated, yet, the statements by the Respondents/ witnesses have been analyzed 
as under, which further corroborate above referred authentic documentary evidence; 

a. Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif stated that there was no written agreement prepared or 
signed between the parties about the settlement that was being made after about 
25 years “to avoid future litigation by any party”. This argument of not signing an 
agreement to settle an investment spread over decades and involving payments, 
for which no proof exists, is beyond comprehension and highly improbable. 

b. Mian Nawaz Sharif was confronted with the relevant contents of his speech to the 
nation dated S'* April, 2016 and address in National Assembly dated 16* May, 
2016. Initially, he claimed privilege of not replying but later gave vague answers 
stating that whatever he said was correct. He did not endorse the contents of 
interview by Mrs. Kalsoom Nawaz Sharif given to The Gua r d i a n newspaper in 
the year 2000 whereby she accepted ownership of Avenfield Apartments. He 
stated that she might not be in knowledge of actual situation. He also showed 
ignorance about claimed “Trust Deed" signed by Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and 
Ms. Maryam Safdar. 

c. Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif stated that he first time came to know about “Trust 
Deed" with reference to Avenfield Apartments/ Nielson and Nescoll, in which 
Ms. Maryam Safdar was made ’Trustee” by Respondent No.7. Furthermore, copy 
of this "Trust Deed” was not provided to Minerva (service provider Company) in 
2006. The secrecy about the “Trust Deed” (if there was any) confirm about its 
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very existence in 2006. His answer to the question whether he knew if any 
member of his family was the beneficial owner of Nielson and Nescoll, the 
companies who owned the Avenfield apartments, dunng the period 1994 to 2006 


was not a plain negation. He rather chose to answer the question in an indirect 


way by saying that he had no means of knowing whether his family was the 
beneficial owner of Nielson and Nescoll, the companies who owned the Avenfield 
apartments, during the period 1994 to 2006. Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif s lack of 
direct response seemed to be a tactic to avoid questioning on the issue. His 

statement in this regard was not plausible. 

d. Mian Nawaz Sharif explained, at length, that Sharifs are closely knit, and an 
interdependent monolithic family. Mian Sharif had been head of family, who 
solely decided about the shares of various family members in the businesses, and 
the entire family used to be the beneficiary, he explained by stating that even 
educational expenses of his children were being paid by Mian Muhammad Sharif 
Mr Shahbaz Sharif also corroborated the fact that the Sharifs are a monolithic 
family and stated that the expenses of Mr. Hamza Shahbaz Sharif in UK were also 
borne by Mian Sharif. This analogy is further corroborated by the utilization of 
the Avenfield Apartments where the beneficial ownership is claimed by Mr. 
Hussain Nawaz while the beneficiary in terms of longest possession and use is 
Mr. Hasan Nawaz Shanf. 

e. Captain (R) Muhammad Safdar (Respondent No. 9) misstated that even today he 
did not know about owner of Avenfield Apartments. He, along with the family, 
had been visiting London since 1993, but neither stayed nor was in knowledge 
that Apartments were in possession of Sharif family. In late 2007, he along with 
famil y (including Mian Nawaz Sharif) once stated in Avenfield Apartments and 
learnt that Apartments were in possession of Sharif family. Following serious 
inconsistencies have been observed:- 
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(1) He claimed to have signed a “Trust Deed between Mr. Hussain Nawaz 
Sharif and Ms. Maryam Safdar" as witness relating to Avenficld 
Apartments in 2006. Therefore, his contention that he was oblivious about 

owner of Avenficld Apartment is absolutely untrue. 


(2) The ownership of Avenficld Apartments has remained under discussion in 
the media since 90s. It is implausible that a close family member like him 

was completely unaware about this issue. 

(3) He narrated all events leading to the “Trust Deed between Mr. Hussain 
Nawaz Sharif and Ms. Maryam Safdar", which he signed as a witness but 
neither did he remember the contents of the Trust Deed, nor its date/ year 
of signing since he had quickly gleaned the document. He declined to have 
known the relationship of Avenficld Apartments with the Trust Deed. 
When confronted with the Trust Deed filed by the Respondents in CMA - 
— , he initially kept arguing it to be incomplete and photocopied 
document However, later when exclusively indicated by the JTT, he 
verified it to be true copy. He also failed to recall any other Trust Deed 
signed by him as witness. Important conclusions are as under. - 


His inability to recall contents of claimed “Trust Deed" vindicated 
that no trust deed existed. He might have been made to sign some 
document by the family which he signed without reading. A 
common pattern/ practice in Sharif family, whereby decision by 
head of family is blindly complied with. Following are few cases 
to cite:- 


i. 


Mr. Tariq Shaft claimed that he had been signing different 
documents related to Gulf Steel Mills without even re adin g 
the contents, though, there arc serious unanswered 






f . - 
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questions about even genuineness of his signatures on these 

documents. 

ii. Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif and Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif 
signed family “Assets’ Settlement" document, but when 
asked, they refused to have even seen the document. 

iii. Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif verified his signatures on 
famil y “Asset s’ Settlement" document, but failed to recall 
the contents of the documents or date/ year of its signing. 

£ Envisaged Reason of Conversion of Bearer Shares into Registered Shares of 
Nielson and Nescoll: 

(1) Government of BVI changed its policy with reference to bearer shares, 
whereby the bearer shares were required to be converted into registered 
shares by June 2006, hence there was no flexibility to go beyond 2006. 

(2) In 2007, Avenfield Apartments were pledged and mortgaged by Coomber 
Inc, in 2007 and 2008 respectively. 


20. Physical Transfer of the Bearer Shares of Nielson and Nescoll O ffshore Companies: 
Although it has been established that Ms. Maryam Safdar was beneficial owner of Avenfield 
Apartments and that the story built by Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and other Respondents is 
totally incorrect which have been attempted to be corroborated by false documents yet, the stated 
stance of Respondents is discussed below to highlight contradictions and inconsistencies in their 
statements.; 


Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and Ms. Maryam Safdar stated that they never saw or 
possessed Bearer Shares of Nielson and Nescoll Offshore Companies after their 


i .• 
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transfer as a consequence of settlement with Mr. Al-Thani. On other hand, Mian 
Muhammad Nawaz Sharif said that he did not know how the bearer certificates 

were transferred. 

As claimed by Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif, in early 2006, these were sent in an 
envelope by Mr. Nasir Khnmis (representative of Mr. Al-Thani. to Mr. Waqar 
Ahmed (representative of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and business manager of Mr. 
Hasan Nawaz Sharif), who in mm mailed this sealed envelope to Minerva. 

Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif confirmed, when repeatedly asked, that neither he nor 

Mr. Waqar Ahmed ever saw the Bearer Shares themselves. 

He also stated that he along with Ms. Maryam Safdar (Respondent No. 6) had 

filled “Know Your Customer (KYC)” forms in Minerva. Ms. Maryam Safdar, 
however, negated this stating that she never filed any KYC. Annexure M 

Conclusions: 


(1) Repeated change in stance of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif before the JIT 
and even from the reply submitted in Honourable Supreme Court of 
Pakistan indicates possible efforts to conceal the facts. 


(2) As per one of the clauses of the Trus t Peed signed bet ween Mr Hussai n 
Nawaz Sharif and Ms. Maryam Safdar) produced by him, the ‘'Truste g 
fMs. Marvam Safdar)” was req u ired to “hold” Bearer Stare on behal f of 
Mr. Hussain Nawa z Sharif. In the even t, when *?<?th pf them have never 
even seen these Bearer Share s, the document (Trust Peed) beeorng s 
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21. Family Assets’ Settlement - Again, rendered almost inconsequential, another aspect 
that was investigated by the JIT is the Family asset settlement of the Sharif family. After the 
death of Minn Muhammad Sharif in 2004 , Sharif family (sons, daughters and grandsons and 
granddaughters of Mian Sharif) reached a family assets settlement (copy attached as Annexure 
£0. However, the family asset settlement was executed in 2009 on an Affidavit, duly signed by 
all members of Sharif family; 

a. Mian Nawaz Sharif stated that family “Assets Settlement" was agreed and 
executed after death of Mian Muhammad Sharif in 2005, which was inclusive of 
all properties and assets held by the family within Pakistan and abroad. He 

identified his signature on the "Assets Settlement" document accepting them to be 
his. 

b. The said “Assets Settlement’’ document does not contain/ cover detail of any 
property outside Pakistan especially Avcnfield Apartments. As per the statements 
of the Respondents, the apartments were transferred in the name of Sharif family 
(Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif) in 2006, much earlier than the execution of "Assets 
Settlement’’ document (signed in 2009) but there is no mention of these 
apartments in the document 

c. In the settlement document the female members of the family have surrendered 
their rights in favour of male members with reference to properties/ assets in 
Pakistan. It is however interesting to note that in case of apartments none of the 
legal heirs of Mian Muhammad Sharif including Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif 
and his brothers surrendered their claims on Avenfield Apartments in favour of 
Mr. Hussain Naw'az Sharif 


d. Mr Sbahbaz shanf also verified “Assets Settlement” document, shown by the JIT 
as a true copy; the document was prepared in 2005 and executed in 2009 as 
shown on the Affidavit. Mian Shahbaz Sharif, however, also failed to justify non- 



I I 


65 


inclusion of Avcnficld Apartments or investment with Mr. Al Thani in the said 

document. 


Al-Towfeck Case; Analysis of the Enellsh proceedings, the inclusion of A vrn field properties 
to proceedings and details of their ownership as hel d by the n^B^nc Ji 

Division . 


22 . Although the documentary evidence discussed above is conclusive the JIT investigated 
the Al Towfeek litigation (being case 1998-A-No. 991 before the Queens’ Bench Division of the 
High Court of Justice (England) in which the Plaintiff was Al-Towfcek Company for Investment 
Funds Limited (Al-Towfcek) and Hudabiya Paper Mills Limited (Hudabiya), Mian Mohammad 
Shahbaz Sharif, Mian Mohammad Sharif and Mian Mohammad Abbas Sharif were arrayed as 
the First, Second, Third and Fourth Defendants respectively). The settlement of the litigation is 
an areas of investigation by the JTT in the context of identifying the true ultimate beneficial 
owners of the Mayfair apartments and assessing the veracity of the version presented before the 
Honouible Court with respect to these legal proceedings and the payment of US S 8 million 
admittedly made to settle the same. 

23. Background of the Al-Towfeck Case: 


a. Proceedings were issued in London to recover a loan made by Al-Towfeck to 
Hudabiya Mills. Judgments were entered by the Plaintiff in the High Court on 20 
October 1998 and 16 March 1999. On 26 October 1999, Mr. Shezi Nacqvi 
representing the Plaintiff filed witness statements with the High Court in support 
of an application for a charging order over the Mayfair apartments. His statements 
describe the interests of the Sharif family in the Mayfair apartments. On 5* 
November 1999 the High Court granted a “charging order nisi” over the Mayfair 
apartments in favour of the Plaintiff. The order expressly declared that ** ...the 




second defendant, third defendant/or fourth defendant has a beneficial interest in 
the [Mayfair apartments details of which were set out] in the schedule [to the 

order]". Annexure O 


There is a reference in the proceedings to the ownership of Hudabiya by the 
Sharif family and personal outstanding liabilities. Details of the parties and the 

liabilities are: 


Hudabiya Paper Mills Limited, 

First defendant 


Mian Mohammad Shahbaz Sharif 

Second Defendant 

US$18,673,203.86 

Mian Mohammad Sharif 

Third Defendant 

US$15,504,732.37 

Mian Mohammad Abbas Sharif 

Fourth Defendant 

SSI 5,504,732.37 


The Plaintiff was also given permission to serve the charging order and Mr 
Nackvi’s witness statements on the defendants in Pakistan and the JIT has 
obtained record which proves that this was indeed done and that, inter alia, Mr. 
Shahbaz Sharif was duly served with the same. It was further ordered that a 
complete set of the application documents should be served on the BVI 
companies at their registered office at Ansbacher BVI PO Box 659, Road Town, 
Tortola, British Virgin Islands. It appears, from available information, that the 
Defendants failed to respond to the assertions concerning the details and basis of 
their interests in the Mayfair apartments or otherwise to challenge or deny the 
same in any other way. 

It is further worth noting that despite the Defendants' incarceration a settlement 
was reached between the parties and accordingly a Consent Order was filed with 
the High Court on 25 January 2000. The Consent Order had annexed to it a 
settlement deed. The deed is sealed and not available for public scrutiny. 
However, we now have a draft copy of the Consent Order Annexure P. which we 
comment on below. The JIT has also submitted a Request for 
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Mutual Legal Assistance to the UK Central Authority seeking record of the 

English High Court proceedings Annexure 0 . 

e. The draft Consent Order states that the charging order nisi granted by Master 
Trench on 5 November 1999 be discharged forthwith upon payment in 

accordance with clause 3 of the said deed with no order as to costs. 

f. The cautions registered against the Mayfair apartments, therefore, are not required 
to be removed until payment is made to satisfy judgment The security and the 
caution remain in place until the defendants make payment The cautions are 
removed almost a month later on 21 M February 2000. 

14. Analysis by JIT : 

a. According to the records made available to the JIT by SECP, Hudabiya Paper 
Mills had the following directors at the time of commencement of business in 
March 1992: 

(1) Mian Muhammad Sharif 

(2) Mian Shahbaz Sharif s/o Mian Sharif 

(3) Mian Abbas Sharif s/o Mian Sharif 

(4) Hussain Nawaz Sharif s/o Mian Nawaz Sharif 

(6) Hamza Shahbaz Sharif s/o Mian Shahbaz Sharif 

(7) Mrs. Shamim Akhtar w/o Mian Sharif 

(8) Mrs. Sabiha Abbas d/o Mian Abbass 

b. After commencement of business there was no change in the above until 1995. In 
October 1996, Mrs. Maryam (Nawaz) Safdar, was made director in place of Mr. 
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c. 


In his statement before the JIT, Mr. Shahbaz Sharif refused to answer questions 
concerning the Al-Towfeek litigation and related issues of registration of cautions 
against the registered titles of the Mayfair apartments. He refused to answer any 
questions relating to the English High Court proceedings involving Hudabiya in 
which he was personally arrayed as the Second Defendant (qua one of the 
Guarantors of the loan obtained by Hudabiya from Al-Towfeek) by claiming that 
the English High Court proceedings were quashed by the Pakistani High Court. 
This is a patently false and unsubstantiated statement belied by the available 
record which is to the contrary. Moreover, Mr. Shahbaz Sharif never produced the 
judgment of any High Court of Pakistan to this effect, nor is the JIT otherwise 
aware of any such judgment. Mr. Shahbaz Sharif, however, persisted that the JIT 
could not probe into this issue. Despite being made aware that JIT bad been 
mandated in this regard by the Honorable Court, he remained adamant about not 
answering any questions concerning the placing of the caution over the Mayfair 
apartments. The said caution was placed in pursuance of the charging order of the 
English High Court on the basis that Nescoll Limited and Nielsen Enterprises 
Limited (the registered proprietors of the Mayfair apartments) were alleged to be 
vehicles for the Second, Third and Fourth Defendants in the said proceeding who 
were said to be the true beneficial owners. The emphatic and persistent refusal of 
Mr. Shahbaz Sharif to respond to this line of questions is construed by the JIT as 
an attempt to evade answering central questions about matters of which, 
according to the material on record discussed below, Mr. Shahbaz Sharif had due 
notice and knowledge. As it is now known that the English High Court 
proceedings were concluded through a Consent Order based on a Settlement 
Agreement to which all of the Defendants, including Mr. Shahbaz Sharif were a 
party, the nexus between: (a) Hudabiya, in which, at the relevant time, the interest 
of Respondent No. 1 was represented through Respondents No. 6 and No. 7 and 
the interests of the other two brothers was also directly or indirectly represented; 
and (b) the Mayfair apartments, which were the subject of a charge as a result of 
the English High Court proceedings, which was only vacated upon payment to 
Al-Towfeek on behalf of the Defendants of the settlement amount as per the 
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Settlement Agreement executed between Al-Towfeek and the four Defendants in 
the High Court proceedings, consequently also stands clearly established. 

d. A similar pattern can be seen in the statement given by Hasan Nawaz Sharif 
(Respondent No. 8) who completely denied any knowledge concerning the 
payment in 2000 claimed by him and his brother Hussain Nawaz Sharif, before 
the Honorable Court through CMA 432/17, to have been made by the Al-Thani 
family to settle the Al-Towfeek litigation. This is in stark contradiction to the 
stance of both brothers in paragraph 8 of CMA 432/17 (submitted on behalf of 
Respondents No. 7 and No. 8) in which it was pleaded that the Respondent No. 7 
was informed by the representative of the Al-Thani family that a sum of US S 8 
million has been paid during the year 2000 to the A1 Towfcck Company for 
Investment Funds and that Respondent No. 7 was informed that this payment was 
made on the instructions of Mian Muhammad Sharif. 

e. Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif s (Respondent No. 7) in his statement before the JIT 
also distanced himself from any knowledge of the English High Court 
proceedings and subsequent Settlement Agreement, while also explaining how 
Nasir Khamis, the representative of Mr. Thani , had recorded an expense of US $ 8 
million representing the settlement payment in the A1 Towfeek litigation. He 
maintained that his uncle, Mr. Shahbaz Sharif, who could otherwise have known 
about this payment was not present in Saudi Arabia at the relevant time and 
therefore he (Hussain) could not ask him to check the veracity of the details of the 
payment 

f The Respondent No. 1, Mian Nawaz Sharif, also in his statement before the JIT - 
while acknowledging that he had heard about the A1 Towfcck litigation - denied 
any knowledge of the details of the Settlement Agreement executed with Al- 
Towfeek. 


We refer to the without prejudice draft of the Deed of Settlement and the Consent 
Order in respect of the English High Court proceedings marked ‘Without 
prejudice - Draft 2, December 1999'(“Dcccmbcr 1999 draft consent order”). 

Annexure R . 

We do not believe it reflects the final terms reached and agreed upon by the 
parties to the Al-Towfeek Litigation, but it is nevertheless a helpful document as 
it underscores and proves the Defendants inaction when it comes to taking steps 
to dissociate themselves from having any nexus or beneficial ownership interest 
in the Mayfair apartments when they become aware of the English High Court 
proceedings, including the placing of a charge on the Mayfair apartments. 

Nowhere in the December 1999 draft Consent Order - both in the draft Settlement 
Deed and the draft Consent Order - does it state that the Defendants do not have a 
beneficial interest in the Mayfair apartments. 

The Mayfair apartments are not expressly excluded from being assets against 
which Al-Towfeek can enforce judgment in the event of a default by the 
Defendants to make payment. 

This significant omission - expressly excluding the Mayfair apartments in the 
course of negotiations from the scope of legal proceedings supports, corroborates 
and reinforces the JIT’s analysis and conclusion that the Defendants retained an 
interest in the Mayfair apartments as also held by the High Court in the 5 
November Charging Order. That position remained unchallenged throughout, 
until final settlement, whether by Hudabiya (in which Respondent No. 1 held 
interest through his daughter and son), the Second, Third and Fourth Defendants 
(being the brothers and father of the Respondent No. 1) or by any third party such 
as any member of the Al-Thani family. 
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l. The JIT’s investigation and analysis of documents / news report attached reveal 
that the Defendants made an application to set aside an order issued on 4 
September 1998 and failed. They were ordered to pay the Plaintiff’s legal costs. 
Nevertheless the Defendants did not appeal against the ruling. Subsequently the 
Defendants did not seek at any stage to appeal or set aside any further order made 
against them even though the High Court declared they had an interest in the 
Mayfair apartments. 

m. The Settlement envisaged by the December 1 999 draft consent order encompasses 
both sets of proceedings - ‘the English Action* and ‘the Pakistan Action’. See 
paragraph D of Annexure P. 

n. Clause 2 of the draft Settlement Deed states that payment is to be made “from 
Hudabiya and/or the Guarantors in the sums particularised in clause 3 ... in full 
and final settlement” of all worldwide claims “arising out of or in connection with 
the subject matter of the English Action”. 

o. Notably therefore, the parties to the draft Settlement Deed (being the same as the 
Plaintiff and Defendants in the English High Court proceedings) treat the basis of 
the claim as that set out in the English proceedings and not any proceedings in 
Pakistan. The Pakistani proceedings were, therefore, only tactical in nature and 
not a serious attempt to challenge the substantive Al-Towfeek claim fought in the 
proper jurisdiction where it succeeded and where matters concerning the 
ownership of the Mayfair apartments were more properly considered. 

p. Furthermore, it is significant to note that clause 2 of the draft Settlement Deed 
refers to payment being made by the Defendants and not the Al-Thani family or 
any other third party. 

q. Clause 7(3) of the draft Settlement Deed requires the Plaintiff to remove the 
cautions registered against the Mayfair apartments. In reality however, this clause 
does not seem to have been kept in the final signed version of the Consent Order 
and the Settlement deed. 

r. The investigation reveals that it is likely that the final order by the High Court 
stated that the charging order nisi granted by Master Trench on November 5, 
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1999, be discharged forthwith upon gayrnetU in accordance with clause 3 of the 

said deed with no order as to costs. 

Accordingly, we continue to rely on our conclusion that the charging order and 
the caution registered against the Mayfair apartments provided the Plaintiff with 

security until payment was discharged. 

The parties agreed to keep the terms of the Settlement Deed confidential. 
( Clause 16 ) We conclude that in all of the circumstances this was an essential 
requirement for the Respondent No. 1, his father and brothers so that they could 
mask details of both their personal liabilities and their beneficial interests in the 

Mayfair apartments. 

We refer to the Orr, Dignam & Co. (Advocates) letter dated 29 June 2017 
addressed to the JIT together with the affidavit of service dated 7 December 1999 
provided by the said law firm. Annexure S 

The affidavit of service sworn by Mr. Mazhar Bangash confirms personal service 
of the 5 November 1999 Charging Order Nisi and Mr Nackvi’s witness statements 
dated 26 October 1999 and 5 November 1999 - on 26 November 1999 on the 
Third and Fourth Defendants and on 27 November 1999 on the Second 
Defendant. Various banks and institutions were also served on other dates. 
Accordingly, this document itself conclusively proves that the refusal by Mr. 
Shahbaz Sharif and others to answer questions in relation to the Al-Towfeek 
litigation is intentionally evasive as the entire matter was formally in his notice. 
The conclusion that the Respondent No. 1, No. 6, No. 7 and No. 8 as well as Mr. 
Shahbaz Sharif were fully aware of the English High Court proceedings is further 
established by the fact that Hudabiya (in which Respondents No. 6 and No. 7 
represented the Respondent No. l’s interest in 1999-2000) and Mr. Shahbaz 
Sharif along with his brother and father are all parties to the Settlement 
Agreement which was filed upon their instructions in the Queens Bench Division 
to seek disposal of the Al-Towfeek litigation upon payment of an amount of US $ 
8 million to settle the claim of Al-Towfeek. 

The affidavit as Annexure T exhibits a scaled copy of the 5 November 1999 
charging order, which give details of a further hearing on 16 December 1999 
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before a judge, which provided an opportunity for the Defendants to challenge the 
declaration that they had an interest in the Mayfair apartments. Currently, there is 
no evidence to suggest that the Defendants or their legal representatives either 
attended that hearing or otherwise successfully set aside the Charging Order Nisi. 
Any such challenge is highly unlikely given our analysis set out above. 


x. We also refer to the further explanatory note attached as Annexure U prepared by 

our UK legal advisors, Quist Solicitors. 

25. Conclusive Findings : In the final analysis, on the basis of the material before the JIT, 

we conclude that: 

a. the 'true’ owners of the Mayfair apartments at the time of the Al-Towfeek 
litigation in early 1999 were members of the Sharif family, which included most 
likely the Respondent No. I, who seems to be employing his children and the two 
BVI entities to conceal his true ultimate beneficial ownership in the Mayfair 
apartments. 

b. the available record of the English High Court proceedings also strongly support 
the conclusion that members of the Al-Thani family or indeed any other third 
party bad no real interest or nexus with the Mayfair apartments as, inter alia, no 
individuals other than members of the Sharif family were represented in the legal 
proceedings and subsequent negotiations which culminated in the referenced 
Settlement Agreement, which makes not even an oblique reference to the Al- 
Thani family. 


no actual evidence of the remittance and payment of the US S 8 million by the 
Al-Thani family on the instructions of Mian Muhammad Sharif, as claimed and 
pleaded before the Honourable Court has been produced by any of the 
Respondents or other individuals interviewed by the JIT. The language of the 
draft Settlement Agreement also fully corroborates the view that the payment was 
excepted to be made by one of the Defendants to the Al-Towfcck litigation and 
that one of the underlying objectives to confidentially conclude the said legal 
Fn glish High Court proceedings was to have the charge placed on the Mayfair 
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properties vacated without disclosing the identity of the Ultimate Beneficial 

Owners. 

d. the absence of any established role, involvement or association of any member of 
the Al-Thani family in the ownership of the Mayfair apartments or of Ncscoll 
Limited and Nielsen Enterprises limited even as far back as early 1999 is quite 
clearly established in the opinion of the JIT. The credibility of the version of 
events linking ownership of the Mayfair apartments and payment of the US $ 8 
million settlement amount to the Al- Thani family is, therefore, further 
undermined and eroded by these proceedings, the conduct of the parties thereto 
and the available record relating to the same. 

e. based on all the material and information now available with and before the JIT, it 
is quite evident that the Al-Thani family did not have any interest in the Mayfair 
apartments in 1999. Had that not been the case then the Al-Thani family or the 
BVI company agents and directors (upon whom the court orders and the Nacqvi 
witness statements were also served) would (it is a reasonable assumption by the 
JIT) have immediately applied to set aside the Charging Order on the basis that 
their interests had wrongly been interfered with, as the Al-Thani family 
admittedly bad no nexus with the borrower of funds from Al-Towfeek (i.e. 
Hudaibia), the directors of the BVI entities were under a legal duty to take steps to 
protect the companies’ assets. They also ran the real risk of the High Court 
ultimately ordering sales of the properties so that the proceeds could be applied to 
discharge the judgment debt This however was not the case and a settlement was 
reached with the defendants without anv contest bv the Al-Thani family, whether 
directly or through Nescoll Limited and Neilson Enterprises Limited. 

26. The_obyi.ous and very strong inference, therefore, i? that the, .bcacficia.l_. owners of 

properties were not the Al-Thani family . 

27. JIT has nevertheless moved a Request for Mutual Legal Assistance (MLA) to obtain 
specific details and record of the finally executed Settlement Agreement and Consent Order 
along with related record (update covered in Volume X). Another MLA has been issued to 
establish the real beneficiary and ultimate user of huge remittances made from fake/ fictitious 
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bank accounts amounting to US$ 3,462,968 in favour of Shamrock (an offshore company) to 
Lloyd Banks in London dunng the period between January 1993 to December 1995 (update 
covered in Volume X). It is pertinent to mention that Shamrock was ostensibly being managed 
by Mr. Urspeaker who also owned/ managed Ansbachar “the company which managed the 
Avenficld properties in 90s". The details of this connection have been covered in Volume 
pertaining to Hudabiya Case. Such request should however be kept confidential so as to prevent 
manipulation of record. Quist (Solicitors) arc assisting JIT in efforts with the UK Central 
Authority. The UKCA has acknowledged receipt of the MLA and indicated that a reply to the 
MLA unfortunately would not be possible within the timeline set by the Honourable Court. 
Efforts to pursue the matter further are however underway. 

Specific Answers of Questions Raised bv Honourable Bench based on JIT’s Findings 

28. Whether Respondents No. 7 and 8 In view of their tender ages had the means in the 
early nineties to possess and purchase the flats? 

a. Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif and Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif did not have any 
independent source of income/ businesses till 2000, and were dependent on their 
parents/ family. Their residence/ possession of Avenfield properties without 
payment of rent ostensibly was owing to ownership of the Sharif family at that 
time. It was only after 2001 that they claimed to have started independent 
businesses (Azizia Steel Mills and Flagship Investments respectively). 

b. Hence it is conclusively established that Respondent No. 7 and 8 did not have 
any means to, individually or collectively, maintain, manage or purchase 
Avenfield properties, (answered in detailed in Assets Disproportionate Volume 
xx) 

29. How bearer shares crystalized into flats? In light of the documentary evidence 
discussed in the sections above and the discussions in other volumes related to Gulf Steel sale. 




the letters of the Qatari prince, the issue of how bearer shares crystalised into flats is fully 
answered that such claim by the respondent is found totally false. The fabrication of evidence to 
create trust deed of 2006 and the authentication by BVI authorities of FIA documents showing 
Ms Maryam Safdar as beneficial owner of the companies make it clear that the issue of bearer 
certificates crystallizing into flats is no more relevant. The flats were not the property of Qatari 
Prince and handing over of the bearer shares as settlement of Qatari investment is totally a myth. 

30. Who, in fact, Is the real and beneficial owner of M/s. Nielson Enterprises Limited 
and M/s. Nescoll Limited? 

a. Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif who claims to be the ultimate beneficial owner of M/s. 
Nielson Enterprises and M/s. Nescoll Limited (owners of the properties) did not 
produce any document proving his ownership of the said companies/properties 
despite repeated demand by the JIT. 

However, in the light of the authentication/ verification letters of Mr. Errol George (Director, FIA, British 
Virgin Islands) and Advocate General of BVI, it can be conclusively stated that Ms. Maryam Safdar was ( 
and probably still is) the real and ultimate beneficial owner of the Avenfield properties, through the 
ownership of by M/s. Nielson Enterprises Limited and M/s. Nescoll Limited (BVI Companies) and the 
claim of Ms Maryam Safdar being the “Trustee" was an attempt to mislead the Honorable Supreme Court 
of Pakistan by presenting falsified evidence. 



Section III 


Qatari Letters 


Documentary Evidences, Annexures and details are covered in Volume V of Investigation 
Report of Joint Investigation Team, Panama Case 
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Documentary Evidences, Annexures and details are covered in Volume V of Investigation 
Report of Joint Investigation Team, Panama Case 


TWO LETTERS OF MIL HAMAD BIN JASSIM BIN JABER AIH1AM 

The Honourable Bench, Supreme Court of Pakistan has directed the JIT to probe 
following question related to letters of Qatari Prince; 


vi) Whether sudden appearance of his letters is a myth or a reality? 


PART-1 


Back ground and Significance of Letters of Mr Hamad Al-Thani 


Panama Papers were released on 20* of April 2016 by ICU (International Consortium 
of Investigative Journalists). Even before the release, the Sharif family through the 
interviews of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif had accepted the ownership of the Avenfield 
apartments. Mr Hussain’s explanations were followed by the addresses of Mian 
Muhammad Nawaz Sharif (the Prime Minister of Pakistan), which tried to explain the 
means that were used to purchase these apartments. In all the media interviews and 
addresses, there was no mention of an investment with the Royal family of Qatar after 
the claimed sale of Gulf Steel Mills in 1980. As a matter of fact, the proceedings in 
Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistan had been well under way and no mention of 
this investment was made in the concise statement of Respondent No 1. It was on 
5 th of November 2016 that the council for Respondent No 6, 7 and 8 presented the 
first letter from Mr. Hamad Al-Thani (copy attached as Annexure_A), followed by 
another letter on 22 nd of December 2016 (copy attached as Annexure B) . The letters 
are important as they are the final defence and explanation of Respondents of how the 
sale proceeds of Gulf steel, invested with the Royal fami ly of Qatar in 1980, not 
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resulted in the Avenfield apartments becoming the property of Shanf family, but 
practically all other businesses that were set up by the father or sons of the Prime 
Minister Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif, abroad, after two decades. 

* i* 

Investigation Methodology 

2 Recording of the statemen ts of the witnesses. The JIT recorded statements of, i) Mian 
Muhammad Nawaz Sharif (Respondent No. 1), ii) Mian Muhammad Shahbaz Shanf, m) Mr. 
Hussain Nawaz Sharif (Respondent No. 7) and, iv) Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif (Respondent No. 8). 
Excerpts of their statements related to two Qatari letters are attached as Annexurc (_ . 

3. Acquisition of Documents/ Record s bv the Respondents Despite pnor notices, the 
Respondents (No. 1, 6, 7 & 8) failed to produce any document/ record or evidence before the JIT 
to corroborate contents of Qatari letters, which they were otherwise required to produce before 
the JIT in the light of Articles 117, 119 & 129 of Qanoon-e-Shahadat 1984 and Section-9(aX5) 
of National Accountability Ordinance 1999. 

4 . Request for Mutual Legal Assista nce (ML A) to Government of United Ar ab 

Emirates fTAEV The JIT initiated request for Mutual Legal Assistance (MLA) to British 
Virgin Island (BVT), United Kingdom (UK), United Arab Emirates (UAE) and Switzerland to 
obtain evidence to establish the ownership of Nielson and Nescoll Offshore Companies 
(shareholders of Avenfield Apartments) and to collect evidence that could corroborate or 
contradict the letters submitted by Althani; details are covered in Volume-9 of the JTT*s Report 

Findings of the JIT 

i 

5. Infirmities/ Contradiction in the two Qatari Letters . The JIT analysed the two letters 
submitted by Althani in the Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan, recorded and analysed die 
statements of the respondents, moved letters for mutual legal assistance to foreign jurisdiction. 
These are discussed as hereunder. 
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9 * . • • . 

from Qatari Lelters 

■ ' a. I- ' — 


Qatari Letter-1 (5 November 2016) 

. P*rimrinh 5* 

(CMA 7638, A-13) 

• Hearsay: no explanation has been given as I 


b. 


,.,1 was informed that during the year 
1980, Mr. Mian Muhammad Sharif 
expressed his desire to invest a certain 
amount of money in real estate business of 
Al-Thani family in Qatar. 


Paragraph 3: 

I understood at that time, that an aggregate 
sum of around 12 Million Dirhams (AED 
12, 000, 000) was contributed by Mr. Mian 
Muhammad Sharif, originating from the 
sale of business in Dubai, UA£. 


to who informed him. 


• Hearsay, 


Paragraph 4: 

The properties Flat 4 17, Flat # 17a, Flat 4 
16, Flat 4 16a at Avenfield House, Park 
Lane, London were registered in the 
ownership of two offshore co mp a n ies, 
bearer share certificates of which were 
kept during that time in Qatar. These were 
purchased from the proceeds of the real 
estate business. On account of relationship 
between the families, Mr. Mian 
Muhammad Sharif and his frmily used the 
Properties whilst bearing all expenses 
relating to the Properties, including the 
ground rent and service charges. 


Hearsay did not mention how, when and 

from whom he learnt about this. 

The statement that the properties were 
purchased from the real estate business 
contradicts the position subsequently taken 
when a detailed investment on interest 
calculated at Libor was presented for 
calculation of profits. 

The claim that 'bearer shares’ were kept in 
Qatar does not provide the details that who 
was the custodian of these shares at that time 
nor any record provided to support this 
claim. 



■ ".v t iw 
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Paragraph 5: 

I can recall that during his life time, Mr. 
Mian Muhammad Sharif wished that the 
beneficiary of his investment and returns 
in the real estate business is his Grandson* 
Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif. 


• Hearsay, Does not provide who provided 
this information that is now being recalled. 

• It is in contradiction to his subsequent letter 
dated 22 December 2016 wherein he 
introduced the "accruals and other 
distributions made over the term of the 
investment" which were later explained by 
introducing band written notes and a 
worksheet. There is glaring contradiction as 
in the first letter Mr, Hussain Nawaz Shanf 
was supposed to be the sole beneficiary of 
the investment but the "distributions” made 
include payments made to Hasan Nawaz 
Sharif for setting up his business as well as 
payment made to settle the al Towfeek case 
in Queens Court, London. This raises 
serious doubts about the veracity of these 
letters. 


Qatari Letter-2 (22 December 2016) 


(CMA732, A-36) 


Paragraph 2: 

In response to such queries, I wish to 
clarify that in 1980, Mr. Mian Mohammad 
Sharif (Mr. Sharif), a longstanding and 
trusted business partner of my father, made 
an investment, (the Investment) of 
approximately twelve million AED in the 
real estate business of the Al-Thani family. 
This investment was made by way of 
provision of which was common 

practice in the Gulf region at the time of 
the investment and also, given the 
longstanding relationship between my 
father and Mr. Sharif, a customary way for 


• No details of the long standing partnership is 

made available or even explained. 
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them to do business as between 

themselves. 


t 

Paragraph 3: 

At the end of 2005, after reconciling all 

accruals and other distributions made over 

the term of the Investment, it was agreed 
that an amount of approximately 

$ 8,000,000 was due to Mr. Sharif In 

accordance with Mr. Sharif s wishes, the 

amount due to him was settled in 2006 by 
way of the delivery to Mr. Hussain Nawaz 
Sharif* representatives of bearer shares of 
Nescoll Limited and Neilsen Enterprises 

Limited, which had been kept during that 

time in Qatar. 

• There is glaring contradiction as in the first 

letter Mr, Hussain Nawaz Sharif was 
supposed to be the sole beneficiary of the 
investment but the "distributions** made 
include payments made to Hassan Nawaz 
Sharif for setting up his business as well as 
payment made to settle the al Towfeek case 
in Queens Court, London. This serious 
inconsistency in the stance casts serious 
doubts about the veracity of these letters. 



6. The issue of lack of documentation of Investment . It was claimed that no 
documentation was made for the sizeable investment of AED 12 million made by Mian Sharif 
with the his father Mr. Fahad Al-Tbani. Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif tried to explain that neither 
his grandfather believed in documentation nor was it a norm at that time in the Gulf for such 
documentation. This contention is. however, not tenable as documentation ha s been presented bv 
the Respondents in their defence related to establishm ent and sa le of Gulf Steel Mills, which is 
quite detailed and clearly shows that proper documentation about such investments. W M tto 
norm . Keeping in view that Mian Sharif was the real owner of Gulf Steel Mills the contention 
that he was averse to any documentation also seems baseless. Regardless of what Mr Hussain 
Nawaz Shanf stated- lack of documentation for such a sizeable investment is implausible. 



1 1 r ' 




•j The issue of Cash payment and transfer The statement of Mr. Tariq Shaft and his 
Affidavits; letters of the Mr. Al-Thani; and the Sale Agreement of Gulf Steel Mills (proved to be 
fake in response of MLA request) produced by the Respondents are inconsistent with each other. 
The documentary and circumstantial evidence, when examined with provided record/ evidence, 
do not indicate any cash payment to Mr. Tariq Shaft by Mr. Ahli on account of sale of remaining 
25% shares of Gulf Steel Mills in 1980 for the following reasons; 

a. In his statement before the JIT, Mr Tariq Shaft conceded that he neither had met 
Mr. Fahad Bin Jassim Bin Jabcr A1 Thani, especially during that period (1980) nor 
had ever made any direct payment to A1 Thani. He stated that he used to receive 
instructions from Mian Sharif to deliver installments to different representatives 
of A1 T hani , whom he neither knew nor had seen earlier. His claim in the affidavit 
of handin g over the cash payments to Mr Fahad Althani is totally contradicted by 
his statement He failed to produce any record/ receipt showing transfer of money 
from Mr. Ahli to him or from him to Al Thani. 

b. Mr. Tariq Shaft hims elf admitted that he was authorized to handle only small 
amounts of payments, largest being AED 60,000 that he ever handled in the 
period between 1974 to 1980. It would be therefore very unlikely that he was 
asked to handle 2 million in cash all of a sudden and to handle AED 12 million in 
cash over a 6 month period. It also became clear that the reference made in the 
affidavit about the general practice of dealing in cash in die Gulf in those times is 
not consistent with his own assertion in the statement that he used to issue 
cheques for larger amounts. 

c. Mr. Tariq Shaft’s claim of carrying and handing over cash of AED 
2 million without any receipt or written acknowledgement is not plausible as it has 
been clearly mentioned in the sale agreement of 1980 that bank guarantees were 
kept for payment from Mr. Ahli to him. This also belies his claim that all 
payments were made on verbal instructions and trust 
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d. Against AED 12 million received on account of sale of remaining 25% shares of 
Gulf Steel Mills (if any), there were liabilities to the tunc of AED 14 million; 
hence, it is not plausible that this sum was transferred to Mr. Thani for investment 
in Real Estate. 

c. Conclusion: The inconsistencies in statements of witnesses when reviewed 
against available documentary evidence submitted by the respondents in the 
Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan, definitively indicates that Mr. Tariq Shafi 
neither received AED 12 million from Mr. Abdullah Kayed Ahli as sale proceeds 
of remaining 25% shares of Ahli Steel Mills (erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills) nor did 
he hand over this claimed amount to Mr. Al-Tbani during 1980. Moreover the 
documentary evidence procured as a result of MLA response by UAE government 
described later in this section conclusively rejects the possibility of any cash 
transfer. 

g. Failure of Mr. Hussain Nawaz to mention Investment with Al-Thani family during 

TV interview with Javed Chaudhrv 


Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif was asked by the JIT why, despite the fact that he had 
been asked about the sources of income that helped establish the factory in 
Jeddah, he had not mentioned in the interview that the major share came from part 
of the profit on the investment of AED 12 million; the sale proceeds of Gulf Steel 
Mills, which was placed with Mr. Al-Thani by his grandfather in 1980? Also he 
was categorically asked about any assistance that he received from any pcrson(s) 
belonging to Qatar. 


b. The response of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif w as that he fclt feat it wpuld QQt hflyc 
heen appropriate to reveal this infor m ation to the media as it would hav<? started 


unnecessa ry controversies- 
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c. This explanation, however, is not convincing at all because the stating of truth 
upfront would in fact resulted in staying away from the controversies that were 
faced by the Sharif family because of late introduction of this evidence. As a 
matter of fact, the Qatari connection found no mention in all subsequent media 
talks by Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and the addresses of the Prime Minister. 

d. Conclusion : This omission bv the family to even hint at a Qatari investment, if it 
was the true source of purchase of the Avcnficld Apartments and forcien 

investments, despite relentless media questioning for at least the next 6 months, is 

incomprehensible . 

9. Inconsistencies in Statements of Respondents 

a. Material difference between the submissions of Respondent No. 7 and 
Respondent No. 1 in Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistan. This important 
question was answered by Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif in an unconvincing manner. 
The text of questions and answers relating to the contradiction between the 
stances of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and his father are reproduced below as they 
do not need much comment: 

Question: Did your father know when the settlement was made with Mr. Al- 
Thani in 2006 regarding the investment made by your grandfather and 
that as a result the Mayfair Apartments have been adjusted against the 
residual amount and ownership has been transferred in your name? 

Answer: He had the knowledge of the settlement as these things are discussed 
in the family. I don't think that he knew the details like the amounts of 
disbursement made. 
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Question: How do you then account for the feet that he has made no mention in 
his submission before the Supreme Court of Pakistan during the 
proceedings of die Panama Case of the investment made by your 
grandfather with Mr. Al-Thani and the settlement resulting in the 
ownership of the Mayfair Apartments? 

Answer: He had a different Counsel. I think that he under the advice of his 
Counsel did not consider it appropriate to mention these facts in the 
submissions made before the Supreme Court of Pakistan. 

Conclusion . This shows that the submissions were not made truthfully bv atjcagt 
one of the Respondents and the whole truth was not put before tbc Honorable 

Supreme Court . 

b. Shifting Stance of Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif (Respondent No. 1) 
before the JIT. Although Mian Nawaz Sharif confirmed, in his statement before 
the JIT, that he had the knowledge of the investment made by Mian Sharif with 
the royal family of Qatar but he hardly seemed to remember any details. 

(1) Although saying that the sale proceeds of Gulf steel were used for the 
businesses setup by his sons he did not remember the details. He did not 
remember having seen the worksheet submitted by his sons with the CMA 
but in the end said that he stood by all the submissions made by his sods 
and daughters in the Supreme Court. 

(2) He remained completely non-committal about the two letters submitted by 
Mr. Hammad Bin Jassim Bin Al-Thani in Honourable Supreme Court of 
Pakistan for defence of Respondents Nos. 6, 7 and 8. He initially declined 
to have read the under reference two letters but later stated that he might 
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have seen these. He also endorsed the correctness of these two letters 
before the JTT, without being sure about the contents. 


(3) Conclusion . His statement contradicted his stance taken in his 
submissions before the Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan and seemed 
an effort to substantiate the stance taken by Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and 
other respondents at this belated stage. Instead of lending any credence to 
the evidence (Qatari letters) his shifting of stance further weakened it. 


Implausible Stance of Mr. Muhammad Shahbaz Sharif. 

(1) In his statement before the JIT, he stated that he neither knew, nor could 
he confirm, when, by what means and bow much money, did Mr. Tariq 
Shafi give to Mr. Al-Thani after the sale of Gulf Steel Mills. However, his 
father, Mian Sharif and Mr. Tariq Shafi did make mention about some 
investment in the ‘80s. 

• « 

(2) Furthermore, he stated that he does not know whether proceeds from 
investment with Qatari Prince were used by Mr. Hassan Nawaz Sharif for 
establishment of his businesses in UK. 

(3) Conclusion: The reluctance of key witnesses to discuss the details of this 
evidence seems to be a conscious effort to steer away from it to avoid 
further contradictions. This lack of knowledge about the investment with 
the Qatari family, by a witness so closely involved in the affairs of the 
family and the company. 
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Discrepancy between first Qatari letter and Affidavit of Mr. Tang Shafi submitted 

hv the same respondent a week apart 

a. The first letter of Mr. Hamad Al-Tbani was submitted in the Honorable Supreme 
Court of Pakistan on 5 November 2016 by the Council representing Mr. Hussain 
Nawaz Sharif and other respondents, however, the first Affidavit of Mr. Tariq 
Shafi, again submitted on behalf of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif dated 12/05/2017 
did not find any mention of the Qatari investment. 

b. This despite the fact that Mr Tariq Shafi and Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif, 
according to their statements, were together in Dubai soon after the release of ICU 
Panama Papers, to get the documents of sale of gulf steel mill. Thus, they had 
plenty of time for consultation and preparation of the contents of the Affidavit 

c. Conclusion. This omission in the affidavit of Mr. Tariq Shafi to refer to the 
Qatari investme nt despite the fact that the first Qatari letter had already been 
submitted jn the Ho norable Supreme Court of Pakistan .therefore, is perplexing . 

Physical Transfer of the Bearer Shares of Nielson and Nescoll Offshore Companies. 

a. Contradictory stance of Mr Hussain Nawaz. 

b. Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif in the CMA and his first statement before the JTT had 
asserted that the bearer shares had been exchanged in early 2006 between Mr. 
Nasir Khaims, the representative of Mr. Al-Thani and Mr. Waqar Ahmed, the 
business man ager of Hassan’s firm without any receipt. He was also unable to 
clearly explain as to how the shares were sent to Minerva, which was the holding 
company of Nescoll and Nielson. He also asserted that as far as the necessity of 
instructions to Minerva from Mr. Al-Thani regarding the transfer of bearer shares 
of Nescoll and Nielson are concerned, he did not think they were required as it 


10 . 

u 


11 . 
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was the possession of bearer certificates that matters. Asked whether the 
possession of bearer shares by anyone like Waqar make him the owner Mr 
Hussain did not have any response. 

c. Mr Hussain, however, in his statement dated 03 June 2017, changed his stance 
now insisting that on his instructions Mr. Waqar Ahmed received the bearer 
shares by courier and send them by mail to Minerva. 

d. He confirmed, when repeatedly asked, that neither he nor Mr. Waqar Ahmed ever 
saw the Bearer Shares themselves. 

e. In the statement Ms Maryam Nawaz also denied to have ever seen or possessed 
the bearer certificates. As per one of the clauses of the Trust Deed signed 
between Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and Ms. Maryam Safdar) produced by him, 
the "Trustee (Ms. Maryam Safdar)” was required to "hold" Bearer Shares on 
behalf of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif. In the event, when both of them have never 
even seen these Bearer Shares, as per their statement, the authenticity/legality of 
the document (Trust Deed) becomes doubtful. The expert opinion filed on behalf 
of the petitioners of Gilead Cooper QC dated 13-2-17, filed through CMA to 
Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistan also substantiate this legal contention 
(copy of the document is attached as Annexure D) . 

f. Conclusions 

(1) Repeated change in stance of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif before the JIT 
and even departure from the reply submitted in Honourable Supreme 
Court of Pakistan indicates possible efforts to conceal the facts. 

(2) If Ms Maryam Safdar did not see, let alone, hold the bearer certificates 
means that the she did not fulfill the requirement of being a trustee. 

(3) The stances of both these witnesses clearly show that they could not 
satisfactorily explain how the bearer certificates were supposed to have 
been transferred from Althani to them. The fact that this whole episode is 
taken out of the equation because of the response received from BVI 
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establishing Ms Maryam as the beneficial owner of the two companies, as 
detailed in volume 4 of this report, further reinforces JI T s conclusion that 
the story of bearer certificate being handed over from Altham to Sharif s is 
totally false and cooked up. The attempt to use falsified documents to 
hoodwink the Apex Court of the land, as established by the expert s 
report also in the Volume-IV, also establishes that the Qatari letter and the 
issue of bearer certificate is nothing more than an attempt to cover up the 
facts. 

12. Authenticity of Fntries in Spreadsheet Attached with t he Second Qatari Letter 
dated 22 December 2016 . Mr. Al-Thani, through this spreadsheet, has tried to own/ justify 
various investments made by sons of Respondent No. 1 in their businesses and properties from 
2000 to 2006 (as under). However, neither he himself nor the Respondents could provide even 
one corroborating document/ record to prove any banking transaction or connect the missing 
links. Findings of the JIT with reference to various entries in attached spreadsheet are as under. 


> 





Admissibility as Evidence . The document cannot be accepted as evidence for 
not fulfilling Qanoon-e-Shahadat 1984. The JTT’s observations are as under; 

(1) This spreadsheet is not an official document; it js submitted, without any 

letterhead, date, signatures or certification etc. 

(2) The returns in Real Estate business arc not linear. Contrarily, the pattern of 
the rate of annual interest shown in the spreadsheet is consistent and 

linear, hence seems artificial. 

Inconsistencies in Statements of Sharif Family . The two key witnesses, Mr. 

Hussain Nawaz Sharif and Mr. Has san Nawaz Sharif gave conflicting statements 

♦ 

with rcgardsJ.Q . their knowledge about entrics/c ontents of the spreadsheet (Excel 
Sheet) attached with the letters of Mr, Al-Tbani which essentially was used to plug 
the gaps identified in the money trail : 

(1) Mr. Hassan Nawaz Sharif (Respondent No. 8) is on record stating that he 
neither saw nor is aware about the existence of the said spreadsheet, let 
alone its contents. 

(2) On the other hand, Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif (Respondent No. 7) stated 
that it was in late 2005, that he came to know about the details of the 
transactions made previously on the instructions of Mian Muhammad 
Sharif during the process of so called settlement with Mr. Al-Thani. 
However, according to him, he had no means to check authenticity of this 
document neither representative of Mr. Al-Thani showed him any ledgers 
or record to corroborate the entries in the spreadsheet 

(3) This makes the transactions given in the spreadsheet seriously 
questionable, which could have only been explained by Al-Thani himself. 



Transactions shown for the Businesses^ Acc ounts of Mr. Hassan Nawaz 
Sharif (US S 3.72 Million') 


(1) One of the expenditures that have been shown in the spreadsheet is the 
provision of money to Mr. Hassan Nawaz Sharif in the years when he was 
setting up his business in UK in the year 2000 to 2004. 

(2) Mr Hassan Nawaz, in his statement before the JIT, explained that Mr. 
Hussain Nawaz Sharif had sent him about 2.4 million GBP to help him set 
up his business without disclosing the source where the money was 
coming from. He also confirmed that he did not receive any money from 
anyone else. 

(3) Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif, on the other hand in his statement, said that 
after discussion, of the expenditures already made, with Mr. Nasir Khamis 
(the representative of Mr. Al-Thani), he had sent a fax of the spreadsheet 
to Mr. Hassan Nawaz Sharif to confirm this transaction. 

(4) Mr. Hassan Nawaz Sharif, in his statement however, assuredly stated that 
he never remained involved, saw or possessed any documents/ record, 
which related to Qatari Prince or Mayfair properties. 

(5) The . conflicting accounts of Mr. Hassan Nawaz Sharif and Mr. Hussain 
Nawaz sh?nf Clearly show that the investment with Mr. Al-Tbani and its 

disbursement to Mr. Hassan Nawaz Sharif for setting up business in UK is 
not factually correct 

(6) Conclusion: In .view of the non- production of anv documents to 
corroborate the claims made in the letters, the JIT believes that tty* 

narration of the letters submitted bv Mr. Al-Thani is not hased nn 

Settlement of Al Towfeek Case fUS S 8 Million) 

(1) The spreadsheet also shows payment made for settlement of Al Towfeek 
Case, filed in Queens Bench Division (QBD), London. Mr Hussain Nawaz 
Sharif was asked whether he verified from someone in the family thi« 
expenditure had been m ade. He stated that this verification could have 
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been done by his uncle Mian Muhammad Shahbaz Sharif but such 
verification was not possible as be was not in Kingdom of Saudi Arabia at 
that time. This explanation also is not convincing. 

(2) In audited accounts of Hudabiya Paper Mill Ltd for the year ended June 
30, 2000, it was observed that an outstanding amount of Rs. 310.23 
Million on June 30, 1999, on account of Liabilities Against Assets Subject 
to Finance Lease Payable to Al- Towfcck for Investment Funds, Bahrain 
and was settled and converted into a Long Term Loan of Rs.494.960 
million during the year according to the audited accounts of the company. 
As per accounts of the company filed with the SECP, the aforesaid 
liabilities against assets subject to finance lease of Al-Towfeek were 
settled for US $ 8,000,000 on January 5, 2000. The settlement amount of 
USS 8 million was converted in to PKR @ Rs. 53.80/US Dollar prevailing 
on the date of settlement. The long term loan of Rs.494.960 million was 
booked against the settlement of liabilities against assets subject to finance 

4 

lease. The audited accounts do not disclose the identity of the lender who 
provided this long term loan to the company for adjustment of settlement 
amount to Al-Towfeek. The status of this loan remained unchanged till the 
last accounts were filed with SECP pertaining to the period ended June 30, 
2005. The above disclosures arc at variance from the stated positions 
taken by Respondent No. 6, 7 and 8 in their CMAs. According to 
Respondent No. 7, he was informed by a representative of Al Thani family 
of Qatar that US 8 Million were paid by that family to Al Towfeek 
Company in January 2000, in connection with the Decree issued by the 
High Court of Justice- Queen’s Bench and the settlement agreement 
between the parties. Respondent No. 7 further stated that he was informed 
by the representative of Al Thani family that the payment was made on the 
instructions of Mian Sharif out of the funds placed by him with them. 
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(3) Conclusion : If the above stance taken by the Respondents is correct, 
than in that case, the settlement of Al Towfcek Company was made out 
of the proceeds received from Althanis on the instructions of Mian Sharif, 
then in that case, under the norms of accounting disclosures, it should have 
been reflected in the accounts of Hudabiya Paper Mills Ltd. as a Loan 
from Directors, as Mian Sharif was a Director of the company at the date 
of substitution, instead of a Long Term Loan payable to an undisclosed 
lender. 

The legal aspects of Al towfeek case are discussed in the Volume 4 of this 
report 

13. Response of UAE Government to MLA regarding Gulf steel . The whole defence of 
Respondents hinged on investment of AED 12 million, from sale proceeds of 25 % shares of 
erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills in 1980, with Mr. Fahad Bin Jassim Bin Jaber Al Thani by Mian 
Sharif. A copy of the sale deed dated 14 April 1980 which was claimed to have been notorised 
by notary public of Dubai courts on 30 May 2016 was submitted in the Honorable Supreme 
Court of Pakistan by the respondents 6, 7, 8. This stated position of Respondents has been found 
without any substance due to the following facts:- 

a. In response to the Mutual Legal Assistance (MLA) request by the JIT, the 
Ministry of Justice, Government of UAE, through a letter (Annexure El has, after 
having verified the record of of competent authorities of UAE, namely the Dubai 
Courts system certified that; 


(l) Paragraph I: That share sale 25% agreement of 1980 of Ahli Steel Mills 
(erstwhile Gulf steel Mills) dated on 14/4/80 according to your (JIT) 
request docs not exist. 
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(2) "That no transaction worth AED 12,000,000 (twelve million dirham) as 
sale proceeds of 25% shares of Ahli Steel Mills (erstwhile Gulf Steel 
Mills) ever took place in name of Mr. Muhammad Tariq Shafi." 

(3) Paragraph 3: ‘That no record could be found which indicate that 
notarization of this document was done by Notary Public of Dubai Courts 

on 30/5/2016” 

(4) Conclusion : The document that the respondents submitted before the 
Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan as sale document of 25% shares of 
Erstwhile Gulf steel mill and its notorisation having been proven by the 
response of UAE government is not true and is an attempt to present false 
evidence. The attempt to present such false evidence is matched by 
presenting letters which are based on hearsay and not supported by any 
documentation. In any case the purported source of money for investing 
with the Qatari family does not have anv document, genuine or false, to 

support it. All subsequent ventures like the setting up of the various 

businesses and ownership of Avenfield Apartments of the Sharif family 

also dQ pot h ave apY.ba&LLlgP, 


14. Specific Answer of the Question Raised by Honourable Bench based on JIT’s 
Findings 

a. Question: Whether sudden appearance of his letters is a myth or a reality? 

b. Answer: The facts that there were material contradictions in the statements of 
Respondents, the hearsay nature of the letters with no documents to support the 
contention, that the affidavits of Tariq Shafi were found totally wanting as 
evidence were in themselves quite sufficient to state that the letters seemed a 
myth rather than a reality. However the_facts are that (1) the response by UAE 
authorities to the MLA sent by JIT establishes that the gulf steel agreement is a 
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false document , which has been submitted in the Apex Court by respondent 6, 7 
& 8 , (2) the response to the MLA by the Financial Investigation Agency, BVI 
establishing that the panama leak document released by ICIJ showing Ms 
Maryam Safdar as the beneficial owner of the companies is genuine (discussed in 
detail in Volume-IV of this report) and lastly as per report of the document 
expert (also discussed in detail in volume 4 of the report) establishes that 
falsified document of the two trusts have been prepared by respondent no 6, 7 
and 9 and submitted in the Apex court to mislead it to believe that the trusts 
documents were signed in 2006. On the strength of the overwhelming 
documentary evidence it is concluded that the appearance of letters of Qatari 
prince are totally a myth. 


Conclusive Findings by the JIT . In view of the above, conclusive findings of the JIT 


a. that evidence gathered establishes that even the question of Mr. Tariq Shafi 
handing over AED 12 Million to Mr. Fahad Al-Thani in 1980 does not arise 

b. that the spreadsheet is not an official document; it is submitted without any 
letterhead, date, signatures or certification etc. This spreadsheet been 

constructed *’ as an afterthought to artificially connect missing dots in money 
trail. 

c. That after having investigated the case in detail, examination of other witnesses 
and receipt of irrefutable evidence from foreign jurisdiction, recording of the 
Statement of Mr, .Hamad Al-Thani ha s become inconsequential. 

d. That thg appearance , of the two letters from Mr. Al-Thani in the Honourable 
Su preme Court of Pakistan is totally a "M v th" and not a reality. 



a Tbe JIT analyzed the two letters of Mr. AJ-Thani minutely in light of the 
documents available to it and the statements of tbe witnesses It was felt essential 
that Mr Al Tharn be interviewed to ascertain the veracity of the contents of the 
tetters submitted by him and acquire supporting documents/ record. 

b Special arrangements were made to ensure timely delivery of summons to Mr. Al- 
Thant Contranly. the response from Mr. Ai-Tham remained wanting and lacked 
urgency He was given adequate tune and multiple opportunities to appear before 

JTT (even .it Qatar), but to no avail 

c Brief details along with of summons (copies attached as Anncxure F) issued to 
Mr. Al-Tham by the JTT and his responses (copies attached as Annexure CTt 

thereto are as under - 



, before JTT on 24-5-2017 at Federal Judicial 
Received: 17-5-17 Academy. Islamabad 


Second Summon issued by JIT: Asked to appear 
before JIT on 01-6-2017 at Federal Judicial 



Issue:24-5-2017 
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Reccived26-5-17 

Academy, Islamabad 


(3) 

' Issuc:28-5-2017 

Response of Mr. Al-Thani to First Summon: be 

did not appear stating that * 4 I hereby confirm and 



Received: 1-6- 17 

verify that the two letters dated November 5. 2016 
and December 22, 2016 respectively... were signed 

by me and I am pleased to reconfirm the contents 
thereof. In light of the above confirmation, there is 
no requirement for my attendance in the 
proceedings of the JIT.” 


(4) 

Issue: 11 -6-20 17 

Response of Mr. Al-Thanl to Second Summon: 
he did not appear stating that “Unfortunately it is 



Received: 19-6-17 

not possible for me to visit due to unavoidable 

circumstances.. .i suggest that the members of 

JTT may visit me in Doha at a mutually agreeable 

date.” 

| 

(5) 

Issue:22-6-20l7 

Third Summon issued by JIT: The JTT decided 
that due to the importance of this piece of evidence 



Received:23-6-l7 

for the respondents it would travel to Qatar, despite 
the major contradictions, inconsistencies and legal 
infirmities that had come to light during the 
investigation. Despite the time constraints, ii 

offered to record the statement of the Prince it 

Qatar on one of the two days i.e 28 or 29 of Jun< 
2017 in the Pakistan High Commission in Doha 

Qatar. 

t 

i 

» 1 

* 1 




( 6 ) 


( 7 ) 


Issue:26-6-20 1 7 


Received:28-6-17 


Issue:4-7-2017 


Received:5-7-17 


Issue:6-7-2017 

Received: 7-7- 17 


Response of Mr. Al-Thani to Third Summon: In J 
his reply instead of confirming the dates for 
interview, he slated that “1 wish to obtain an 
acknowledgement from you that I am not subject to 
the jurisdiction and the laws of Pakistan and that 
you confirm that I am not subject of any I 
investigation or required to appear before any court I 
of law or tribunal for any purpose whatsoever. I 
However I have expressed my willingness to meet 
your team in Doha in order to allow you verify in I 
person the contents of both my letters submitted to 
the JIT.” 

Fourth Summon issued by JIT: A detailed | 

response was sent to him explaining the legal issues 
The JIT asked him to respond in a timely manner as 
the report has to be submitted in the Honorable 
Supreme Court of Pakistan in time. 

Response of Mr. Al-Thani to Fourth Summon: 
In his reply he stated *T reiterate that I do not 
recognize, and am not subject to Jurisdiction of 
Pakistani laws and Pakistani courts in any manner 
whatsoever. Your statement that I have accepted 
and submitted to the jurisdiction of Pakistani laws 
and courts is inappropriate and factually incorrect 
He again however asked the team to come and meet 


Pounon on Ropottt of >lr. AJ-Thsai to Fourth Sam 




H) 


(1) SI* Th o rn , has adopted ic nwvc tod cvdatlv with 

rcspen to hu w illingncn to coapente. Hits l»«* letter was 
literally, less than 72 hours before the foul repo rt of the JIT. 

(2) Besides employing dilatory tactics, Mr. Them has also categorically 

refused to recognize to be subject to the ^nci»d*cXK» of Pakistani Uws % ^ 4 
Pakistani courts m any ^titsootr". 

(3) Mr. Thanj has to-date also failed to formally confirm his acceptance of the 

proposed process and terms for the recording of his ^- T r v T .* as set out t& 

the JIT 

<4) In his letter dated 26-6-2017 (which reached the JIT oa 3-7*2017) m 
which, for the first tone, be raised a mnni^ gf condmocj compliance 
with which was beyond the powers and remit of the JIT and which even 
otherwise were in conflict with and a* proposed process and 

terms for the recording of his staxment as set our in the JIT’s letter of 22- 

6-2017. 

(5) Ssgmncantly, Mr. Thant has dcvct indicated that he has or will be 
prodding any documentation to substantiate the contents of the Tharn 
Ler.crs Instead, as is evident from the correspondence with him 
summarj^d above, be has simply "offered” to verify tn person that he did 

sign the said letters and that he stands by their content but without any 

farther elaboration at alL 


( 6 ) 


lcga * “d utility of interviewing m individual in 

circumstances, who had prior thereto, categorically refused to recognize. 
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accept or submit to the courts and laws of Pakistan or "to appear before 
any court or tribunal for any purpose whatsoever* , in the JTT s humble 
assessment also seemed inappropriate and* pote nt ially, an exercise tn 
futility as refusal to appear in a Court or Tribunal would have defeated the 
very underlying objective for which the JTT intended and needed to record 
his statement 

(7) Mr Thani despite the best efforts of the JTT. as arc clear from the above 
paras, chose to delay his responses or sideline the issue of recording of 
statement, by first refusing to give a statement , then accepting and 
asking for a date, then raising the legal issues of jurisdiction of Pakistani 
courts and finally sending his response at the last moment without 
acceding to the jurisdiction of Pakistani law and courts, that too , when 
the JIT had already started preparing its final report This whole episode of 
avoidance to record his statement and delay it to the extent that the time 
given by the Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan practically expires can 
only be seen as a tactical move to keep the defence of the respondents 
alive 

(8) The JTT m its investigations has collected sufficient evidence as detailed m 
this section and elsewhere in this report to conclude that the appearance or 
non-appearance of Mr Thani is not as significant as was assessed earlier. 

(9) It has been proved through the acquired authentic documentary evidence 
and inconsistencies in the statement of witnesses dial Mr. Tariq Shafi 
never handed over AED 12 million to father of Hamad Al-Thani. Hence, 
no question of any investment in Qatari business and proceeds thereto. 





Section IV 


Hill Metal Establishment/ Gifts 


Documentary Evidences, Annexures and details are covered in Volume M of Investigation 
Report of Joint Investigation Team, Panama Case 
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Documentary Evidences, Annexures and details are covered in Volume 17 of Investigation 
Report of Joint Investigation Team, Panama Case 


HILL METAL ESTABLIS H MENT flIMFl 


Tb« Honourable Bench baa drecled tb. JIT <o probe following rwo (2) que*.ona reUted 

to Hill Metal Establishment (HME)> 

Hcnv did Hill Metal Establishment (HME) come into existence? Where did its working 

capital come for? 

u) Where do the huge sums running mlo millions gifted by Responden. No. 7 to Respondent 

No 1 drop m from 0 
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these frmb has an> dtrtct 

Utxd camp * rv S to*# , wij tf oftUuwe nwywht *«Mn 

^S^j«r Jnwws to to* .W r^wicaw « lb> &<«>. ^ 

w f*u os* iwfoOMrtmuttw^ firmer there art telaaU ngns thx 

•**> A« *r possibility ef iegoi beneficial or equitable Mno m 

financial resources or assets 

***** «* *** of .'iwui' f*«e>to if ow xi*A «gn Therefore. awv^ to 
admared recent of turns to excess of Rs $40 \6Uum Set**** 2011 to 2013 by 
Respondent Sc 1 from Respondent Sc 7. the possibility of a beneficial tmerest of 
Respondent So 1 to asse ts ostensibly held to the none of Responient So 7 ctmnot 

be ruled out. As a corolLwy. if a u that there is any such interest of 

Respondent So 1 in Hill Metals Establishment, hu fauire to decide the scant to 

the Sominanon ? spers and Tat Renans could attract the provisions of Articles 
62 and 63 of the Constitution for disqualification of Respondent N*r (Pg 526 to 

52$ Justice Iiiz LI Hissa) 

Rc.c\ i~: Para from Court Judgment mto the m i n e r is reproduced below, highlighting 

quesooos reLansg to HME 

By a majority q* * ;o „ \Astf Sated Khan Khasa and G uitar Ahmed. JJ) dissenting, who 
ha\ e green separate declarations and directions, we hold that the questions haw did Gulf 
Steel mi come into being; what led to its sale; what happened to its liabilities ; where 
did us sale proceeds end up; how did they reach Jeddah Qatar and the U K ; whether 

respondents \o. 7 and 8 in new of the* tender ages had the means to the early nineties 
to possess and purchase the flats; whether sudden appearance of the letters of Hamad 
Bin Jassvn Bin Jaber Al-Thani is a myth or a reality; how bearer shares cry stallized into 
the flats; who. in fact, is the real and beneficial owner of Ms Sielsen Enterprises Limited 
and NeseoB Limited, how did Hill Metal Establishment come into existence: where did 
the money for Flagship Investment Limited and other companies set weaken over by 
respondent So 8 come from, and where did the Working Capital for suck companies 
come from and where do the huge sums running into millions gifted by respondent So. 
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7 to respondent No. 1 drop in from, which go to the heart of the matter and need to be 

answered " 

4. The first two questions are interlinked- The third question is also related, being linked to 
the claimed income of HME. The first two questions are, therefore, reported upon cumulatively 
and below after which the thud question is addressed. 

Methodology’ of Investigations - HME 

5- Recording of Statements. With regard to HME, JIT recorded the statements of 

following: - 

a Respondent No 1 
b Respondent No 7 

c. Respondent No 8 

d. Mr Rehman Malik 

e. Mr Shahbaz Shanf 

6 Re quest for Mutual Legal Assistance (MLA ) to Government of KSA The JIT 

requested the government of KSA on 31 May 2005 to provide documents regarding ASCL and 

HME. 

7. Documents produced / acquired bv JTT 

a. Respondent No 7. In his appearance before the JTT on 3 June, he produced the 
following additional documents, not filed with the Honorable Supreme Court of 

Pakistan, for the first time: 

(1) Brief Answer to the Question How did Hill Metal Establishment come 
into existence? Where did the working capital come from? Urtnexure 



104 

i?> C opy of the Agreement dated March 20, 2005 between ASCO and Al* 
N Tuwarqi. (Annexure B) 

( 3 ) Copy of the Pay Orders ui favor of ASCO. (Annexurr f ) 

H) I cum Agreement No. 2131 dated 3 January, 2010 with Saudi Industrial 
Development Fund. (Annexurr D} 

(5) Loan Agreement No. 2131 dated 2 July 2012 with Saudi Industrial 
Development Fund (Annexur* 

(t>) Worlung Capital Loan Agreement dated 1 April 1 2014 with National 
Commercial Bank (NCB) Bank (Annexure F) 

(7) Banking FaciUty Agreement dated 18 June 2013 with Bank Muscat 

(Annexure 

(8) Loan agreement with Al Rajhi Bank (Annexur, H t 

< 9 ) Brief answer to where do the huge sums running into millions gifted by 
respondent No. 7 to respondent No. 1 drop in from?” (Annexure CQ 

•> S ourced Document!. The expression "sourced document" whenever 
> employed in this Section refers to documents which have been obtained by the 

fir « pm Of its investigations through employing the serv.ee, of . consults law 
finn (Guernica International Justice Chambers) engaged for the purpose The 
terms on and proems through which a document refored to as a “sourced 
document" was obtained by Use said law firm is set out in a letter dated 30-6-2017 
which is appended herewith as dpoexyce [ The JIT napectfuUy refers the 
Honourable Supreme Court .0 the said letter so as to take note of the source mid 
status of the "sourced document". In this context, it may be noted thu law finn 
bas confirmed to the JIT that document, have been obtained from a number of 
open and confidential sources and that the documents are copies of origin^ and 
•heir contents have been property and extensively verified. In its analysis the JIT 
treats these documents as being of authentic whilst acknowledging that their 
direct and formal admiuibility and evidentiary value would be subject to 
applicable law and the further process mentioned in the said letter. 




(1) Hill Metal Eat General Overview (Annexure Ji 

(2) Hill Metals Establishment -Sources of Funds (AoUtMU. IQ. 

(3) Draft Promissory Note - Unsigned (Annexure Li 

(4) Hill Metals Financial Facts (Financials for July 2011) and General 
Overview (Annexure A/) 

(5) Transfer of Funds of SAR7S0.000/- by Respondent No.l to Respondent 
No 7 (Annexure A 1 ? 

(6) Transfer of Funds of SAR750.000/- by Respondent No.7 to HME 
Linnexurr ()} 

(7) Iqama Nawaz Shanf (Annexure P) 

(8) Hill Metals Management Report for the Quarter ended 31-3*2010. 

Annexure ()) 

(9) Amending Agreements (Annexure R) 

( 1 0) Aldar Audit Bureau Report (Annexure Si 

(11) Copy of a signed letter from Al-Rajhi Bank (Annexure 71 

(12) Hill Metals Establishment Receipts and Payments Account from July l, 
2009 to August 17, 2010. (Annexure II) 

Fxldence collected from Ba nk Records. Records obtained from Respondent 

No 1 bank accounts in Pakistan (Annexure U 

Evidence collected hv JIT from Jafaa Dubai 

( 1 ) T rade License CFZ Annexure W 

(2) Nawaz Sharif CFZ job letter (Annexure AO 

(3) Employment Contract Nawaz Sharif Qjnnaure Yi 

(4) Employment Contract Amended Nawaz Sharif (Annexure Z) 

Flow of Major transactions in the accounts of Mian Nawaz Sharif A Maryam 
Nawaz Annexure AA 

Flow of transactions along with declared gifts and position of properties 
purchased Annexure BB 
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Respondent No. 7 

». In the pleadings of the Respondent No. 7 and No. 8 before the Honourable 
Supreme Court, HME is averred to briefly through Paragraph 15 of CMA No. 432 
of 2017 in the following terms: 

" In 2006 the Respondent No. 7 set up a new steel manufacturing business 
in Jeddah. Saudi Arabia by utilising the sale proceeds of the Asisia Steel 
Company Limited The annual cash flow and retained earnings from this business 
have enabled the Respondent No. 7 to send remittances to his father in Pakistan. 
Reference may kindly be made to an auditor's certificate placed herewith as 
Annexure - Q. The purpose of these remittances has been to free his father from 
any financial constraints, given his full time involvement in politics. It has been in 
the knowledge of the Respondent No. 7 that his father has used the gift 
remittances sent by Respondent No. 7 to equitably strengthen the financial 
position of his sister. Respondent No. 6. " 

b. The only document produced before the Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistan 
(Honourable Court) in support of the above statement by the Respondent No. 7 
and 8 with regard to the source of funding for establishing HME was Annexure F 
to CMA No. 432 of 2017, being a photocopy of a Sale and Purchase Agreement 
dared 20-3-2005 (SPA) between Al Aziza Steel Company Limited (AS CL) and 
AJ-Ittcfaq Steel Products Company Limited (Purchaser) 1 (Annexure B) 


In considering the question of establishment of HME it is pertinent to note the 
context that setting up HME was a project to set up a steel mill which, by its 





* ♦ 
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nature, required very substantial initial capital expenditure accompanied by 
construction and commissioning of a moderately large and complex industrial 
facility Such a project is both expensive and time consuming besides requiring 
specific skills and expertise. The initial stages of setting up HME included 
without limitation the acquisition of land for the steel mill and labour colony, 
procurement, erection and commissioning of the plant and machinery followed by 
commercial operations. 

Documents produced In Respondent N o , 7 before the JIT with resnect to WMF 
a. At the time of his appearance for recording his statement before the JIT, 
No. produced the following documents: 

v * 1 A brief typed and unsigned response to the above mentioned three 
queries of the Honourable Court (Annexure .41 . This response to the 

extent that it relates to to the first two 


h’lil Metals Establishment (H ME) < 

(o) Sponsor funding (KfS). 

Short term finding from friends I 
Soudi industrial Development Fund (SIDF), a KSA 
Institution m Saudi Arabia. 

Sational Commercial Bank. Saudi Arabia, the largest c 

Other i 


to 

(c) 


(d) 

to 



The funds provided by the Sponsor 
Landed (ASCO). ASCO was sold m 2003 by 
and the Al-Twarqi Group efi 
The total amout 
orders in favor of ASCO 




108 


00001 $6 JO 
000018717 


10 . 


14 . 3.2003 
22 3 2003 


21.233 
20630 
63.1000 Million 

S1DF sanctioned a Project loon of SR 149.4 million (USD 39 m) for HME as evidenced by the 
Iroan Agreements Ann cm red This loan 

Working Capital Loons of HME 

Bank 

A 1- Rajhi 
Bank Muscat 

National Commercial Bank 
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c. 


0 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 


TU, the vole source of the "sponsor funding" portion of the funds utrlued 
•or setting up and cstablrshmg HME 1 « the sale proceeds of the asset, 

“ d P,0peracl 0fASCL «»— "y the SPA. which asseti and proves 
were banded over to the Purchaser m March 2005. 

That the entire net sale proceeds were received by the Respondent No. 7 
lor brs sole benefit and the amount was SAR 63.100 million. 

Hi' dcciston to seU ASCL was his grand father's and netther he nor other 

nn.\ n. embers (who he later admitted had an interest and share in 
HME) were keen on its sale. 

That he conceived of the idea and embarited upon the praject for sefong 
up of HME as a steel mill after the sale of AS CL. 

That the land acquired for and on which the facilities of ASCL were 
erected and set up was barren agricultural land converted or permitted 
especially as a concession by the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia to be 

employed for industrial use which was purchased at a relatively low price 

by the Respondent No. 7. 


It will be noted that, except for a few elaborations and deviations (mid subject to 
some material contrathctions that cane in replies to questions Bom the JIT) the 
staements of the Respondent No. 7 broadly follow the content and contours of the 
information given aid posttion set out in fee unsigned document submitted by 
him before the JIT (ie. the document appended herewith a danegm A i 


1 — of H«P«Bdenn No. 1 and g iq relation to source of fundi., o f HMF and 

apy__ dirpct or indirect fundin g of HME- to the context of the queries under examination is 
pertinent to mention that the JIT also questioned the Respondents No. 1 aid 8 in reUtion to 


As also stated in paragraph la of the unsigned document at Annex A 


no 

HME*. Tbe sad Respondents denied hsvmg, direetjy or indirectly, provided My w 

HME whether for its establishment or for wodong capital requirements 

* ~ AnaKds_hv_the_JIT Vi ith regard to the claimed source of funding for establishment, 

commissioning Md operations of HME as a steel mill, the JIT’s analysis, comments and ^: T 
are under: 


a- Establishment of ASH 

0) Setting up of Azizia Steel Mill. 

(•) Mr. Hussain Nawaz Shanf failed to produce important documents 
such as the Memorandum and Articles of Association, documents 
of loans from the banks, the financial statements, etc., which are 
essential to ascertain the sources that were used to set up this 
factory in 2001. He, however, while explaining tbe availability of 
funds for >cttmg up of the Azizia steel factory provided the 
following approximate figures of 2001 without any documentary 
support 


Year 

Expense detail 

... 

,V* 

Amouo, 

""'A] 

: • -V- ;** ■ - . 

1 N ' ; - .- 

2001 

Purchase of land 

A few hundred 

thousand dollars 

Despite repeated questions, 

did not give even an 
approximate figure 

2001 

Cost of machinery 

USD 0.6S Million 

Purchased from AlAhb 

2001 

Paid up capital 

USD 5.3 Million 

Eq to 20 Million riyals at 

3.7S SAR eq to 1 USD ( 
historical rate in 2001) 


* £“■*“ «dtmMia« with respect to the ownenhtp interns! of the other two brothers 

toZl22tdnw * ^ ***** SCpar,te indlvkllul * “eluding tbe Respondent No. 7 which is also discussed 
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L 


2001 

Construction 

infrastructure 

USD 0.05 Million 

Under construction 


Total expenditure m 

2001 

Over USD 6.00 

Million plus a few 

hundred tfrinncanH 

Dollars as cost of 

land 



(b) Mr. Hussain Nawaz Shanf claimed that most of the initial funding 

for this project was made available by Mr. Al-Thani. The amounts 
provided by Mr. Al-Thani for 2001 and the loans that he 
mentioned from his unnamed friend are as below: 


{Year 

Source of loan Amount 

Remarks 

| 2001 

Qatari adjustment 1 

1 USD 0.65 Million 

No documentation 

provided, oo names 

provided 

i 2001 ; Loan from unn»™< 

Saudi friend 



USD 0.8 Million 

max 

Total 

USD 1.45 Million 

l— 


(c) While there is no documentary/ciieumstixitial evidence to 
substantiate the provision of funds by Mr. Al-Thani and the Saudi 
friend in 2001, even the loan amount calculated, hypothetically, 
still falls short of the amount spent in the year 2001 by USD 4.55 
mil l i on. If the unspecified amount of hundreds of thousands 
dollars for cost of land is included then th»* gap would further 
increase. 

(2) T ransportation of Machinery to Jeddah . The claim the 

m a chin ery for AS CL was brought from Dubai does not hold good as 
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according to his statement the machinery from Dubai was loaded on 50- 
60 trucks. However when the letter of credit was submitted by Hussain 
Nawaz in the same amount of money was for two truck load of 
machinery which proves that either ASCL was never established or it was 
established by money other than the one claimed. The story of setting up 
ASCL from scrapped machinery is false. This conclusion is proved by the 
response of UAE government to MLA forwarded by JIT requesting for 
confirmation of this transportation. The UAE government has 
categorically denied any such transportation. Document attached with 
volume m (Gulf steel mill) of JTTs report 

b. Ownership of ASCL. Although it has been claimed that the sole source of 
the "sponsor funding" portion of the funds utilized for setting up and establishing 
HME (or for "bringing it into existence") was the sale proceeds of ASCL, the 
following factors seriously contradict and materially undermine this stance and 

claimed version; 

(1) The foundational basis for this claim is the SPA and die terms and 
conditions thereof relating to the sale and purchase of die assets and 
properties of the ASCL along with copies of three cheques referenced 
above. On this basis, it is claimed that, as a result of the transaction 
contemplated in the SPA, a net amount of SAR 63.10 million was 
received by Respondeat No. 7 for his sole benefit, whose proceeds he 
invested as the "sponsor funding" portion of the funds required to set up 
HME as an operational steel mill. 

(2) However, during the recording of statements of Respondents No. 1, 7, 8 
and Mr. Shahbaz Sharif an admission was made by each of the said 
individuals to the effect that Respondent No. 7 was not the sole and 
exclusive owner of the entire interest and share in ASCL. Instead, to the 
extent of two-thirds of the total share and interest in HME, be was 
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bolding the same effectively as a beoami (or only ostensible owner) for 
aad on behalf of the brother of the Respondent No. 1, Mr. Abbas Sahrif 
and Ms Rabia Sharif, the daughter of the other brother of the Respondent 
No. 1 who were the real beneficial owners of all interest and share in 
ASCL to the extent of one-third each. 

(3) This admission suggests and indicates that, in reality and in substance. 
Respondent No. 1 and his two brothers all had an equal share in ASCL 
which was held on their behalf through their respective children in the 
case of Respondent No. 1 and Mr. Shahbaz Sharif. In view of this 
admission the Respondent No. 7 was also queried by the JTT as to how 
could claim and justify being solely entitled to the entire claimed sale 
proceeds of ASCL since the sale proceeds would also have been liable to 
have been shared pro rata according to the respective agreed shares of the 
other two family members, to which his reply was that he was authorized 
to do so under a power of attorney document However, in spite of a 

• request for the same by the JIT, no such document to substantiate this 

statement was produced before the JIT. 

(4) Unless there is an express waiver by the other two admitted beneficial 
owners of ASCL, the consequence of this admission is that, at most, 

fr. 

Respondent No. 7 would have been entitled to only one-third of the net 
proceeds from the sale of ASCL. This, if the net proceeds are accepted to 
be SAR 63.10 million, would amount to SAR 21 milli on. If the net 
proceeds are taken to be SAR 42.470 milli on, the one-third share of 
Respondent No. 7 would amount to SAR 14.160 million. In either case, 
the net amount available to the Respondent No. 7 for funding the 
“sponsor funding” portion of the monies utilized to set up and establish 
HME as a steel mill reduces significantly and results in a material 
contradiction in the claim of the Respondent No. 7 with regard to the 
source of fund for setting up of HME. This also then gives rise to the 
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question whether this potion was funded through other undisclosed 
sources and by the other undisclosed persons. 

s 

(5) Notwithstanding the abovementioned factors and tbetr consequences on 
the credibility of the related claims and statement of the relevant 
Respondents, according to the investigation of the JIT and the sourced 
documents’ obtained by the JTT, it appears that the total net proceeds 
from the sale of ASCL paid by the Purchaser under the SPA was SAR 
42.470 million rather than SAR 63.10 million. Whilst the Respondent No. 

7 has maintained before the Honourable Court and the JTT that be 
received SAR 63.10 million through the three cheques mentioned in the 
unsigned document at Annocure A, the investigation of die JIT and the 
sourced documents obtained by it shows that the Respondent No. 7 has 
concealed the existence and knowledge by him of three further 
a gree ments and instruments in relation to the sale and transfer of the 
assets of ASCL pursuant to the SPA to the Purchase. 

(6) These documents conclusively establish that the net proceeds actually 
received by the Respondent No. 7 were only SAR 42.470 million. The 
first of these documents is an Amending Agreement dated 6-6-2005 
amending the terms of the SPA which bears the signatures of the 
Respondent No. 7 on behalf of ASCL (the Seller* under the SPA), which 


5 The expression "sourced document" whenever employed in this Section refers to documents which have been 
obtained by die JTT as pan of its investigations through employing the services of a c on sul t ant law firm 
(Guernica International Justice Chambers) engaged for the purpose The terms on and process through which a 
document referred to as > "sourced document" was obtained by the said law firm is set out in a letter dated 30- 
6-2017 which is appended herewith as Annex L The JIT respectfully refers the Hon’ble Court to the said letter 
so as to tnkc note of the source aru ^ status of the a "sourced document". In this context, it maybe noted that law 
firm has confirmed to the JIT that documents have been obtained from a number of open and confidential 
sources tod tluu the documents are copies of originals and their contents have been properly and extensively 
verified. In its analysis the JIT treats these documents as being of authentic whilst a ckn owle dging that then 
direct formal admissibility evidentiary value would be subject to applicable law and the further 
process mentioned in the said letter at Annex L 

The expression Seller is defined to ASCL rather than Respon den t No. 7 as essentially an xs 4 ci uit 
took place under the SPA, although ASCL is described in SIDF documents as a “sole proprietorship" 
registered under the laws of KSA. 


t 
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is at Annex ure R The second document is a Mandate to Act as an 
Attorney in Fact also dated 6-6-2005 (Attorney Mandate) which too bears 
the signatures of the Respondent No. 7 on behalf of ASCL), which is at 
Annexurt R-I The thud instrument is a Mandate to Act as Escrow 
Agent (Escrow Mandate) also signed on 6-June-2005 by the Respondent 
No 7 on behalf of ASCL which is at Annexure Jt-2 . 

(7) Upon a cumulative reading of the Preamble and Clauses 3 and 4 of the 
Amending Agreement, it is evident that, subsequent to the execution of 
the SPA, the Respondent No. 7 (qua Seller) agreed with the Purchaser 
that the two parties shall jointly instruct the Escrow Agent holding the 
two cheques both dated 14-3-2005 and bearing No. 18629 for SAR 
21,235,000 and No. 18630 also for SAR 21,235,000 to the Respondent 
No. 7. However, significantly, with regard to the third cheque bearing 
No. 18717 for SAR 20,630,000 dated 20-3-2005, Clause 3 of the 
Amending Agreement specifically provides that the same shall be 
released to the Seller and, in exchange, simultaneously the Seller will 
r nair* available to the Purchaser a certified cheque of equivalent value of 
SAR 20,630,000. Moreover, the Escrow Mandate confirms that the 
Escrow Agent did indeed release all of the cheques under and in 
accordance therewith The Amending Agreement (in Clause 2) and the 
Attorney Mandate confirm that risk and title in the assets and properties 
of ASCL covered by the SPA stood vested in the Purchaser on 6-6-2005. 

(8) These source documents, if accepted, completely negate and contradict 
the stance of the Respondent No. 7 with respect to the net amount 
received by him from the sale of ASCL and, hence, also the claimed 
amount of funds that were available for investing in the es t a bli sh m e n t of 
HME as the "sponsor funding*’. These three documents also contradict 
the statement of the Respondent No. 7 before the JIT to die effect that the 
assets and properties of ASCL covered by the SP A were banded over to 
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the Purchaser in March 2005. Moreover, these three documents prove as 
incorrect and misleading the statement of the Respondent No. 7 before 
the JIT to the effect that, except for the SPA produced by him, there was 
no other documents relating to the sale of ASCL, besides the fact that the 
Respondent No. 7 with a view to overstating the net proceeds received 
from the sale of the assets and properties of ASCL covered by the SPA, 
deliberately concealed the existence of the Amending Agreement, the 
Attorney Mandate and the Escrow Mandate even though all three of 
which bear his signature. 

(9) In this context, it is also pertinent that the Respondent No. 7 was unable 
to produce before the JIT the relevant books of account and bank a c cou n t 
statements showing the actual amounts credited in his favour or as 
received by him on account of the sale proceeds actually paid by the 
Purchaser to the Seller under the SPA. Additionally, it is relevant to 
underscore that the copy of the SPA provided to the JTT was neither the 
original nor a complete copy thereof in as much as Schedule 5 (referred 
to in Clause 1.1 of the SPA and which sets out details of the “Assets” to 
be sold and tr ans ferred under the SPA) and Schedule 7 (referred to in 
Clause 15.1 of the SPA and which sets out definitions employed in the 
SPA) - which are obviously integral and important parts of the SPA - 
have been withheld and neither produced before the Honourable Court 
nor the JIT. This raises further suspicions and undermines the credibility 
of the version and statements of the Respondent No. 7 vis-i-vis the SPA, 
its terms and implementation of the transaction and manner and mode of 
settlement of payments contemplated therein. 

Although it has been claimed that the source of the "debt" or “borrowed” portion 
of the funds utilized for setting up and establishing HME (or "brining it into 
existence") was: (a) short term funding from friends and business associates; (b) 
SIDF, NCB and other co mm ercial banks in KSA, the following factors appear to 
seriously contradict and materially undermine this claim: 


No documentary proof to substantiate or quantify the “short term funding 
from friends and business associates** claimed to have been obtained and 
utilized in “bringing it into existence*' or setting up and commission of 
HME was ever produced before the JIT. No such document was produced 
before the Honourable Court during the hearing of CP 29/16 cither. 
Hence, to this extent, the claim remains a bare and unsubstantiated 
statement of the Respondent No. 7. However, some further sourced 
documents throw light on this aspect which is discussed further below. 

SrDF Loan. As regards reliance on utilization of funds received under 
loans from SIDF for establishing and setting up of HME, the Respondent 
No. 7 has produced before the JTT following 

(a) A Loan Agreement No. 2131 dated 3-1-2010 (Annexure D) 
which contemplates provision of a loan by SIDF of up to SR 
90.000,000 to “Hussain Mohammad Nawaz Sharif Hill Metal 
Industry for Metal Establishment” a sole proprietorship 
establishment and organized under the laws of KSA and 
registered on 18-6-2005; and 

(b) A further Loan Agreement (Annexure E) dated 2-7-2012 under 
which SIDF has agreed to lend a further sum of SAR 59,400,000 
to “Hussain Mohammad Nawaz Sharif Hill Metal Industry for 
Metal Establishment”, thereby makes the total loan amount of 
SAR 149,400,000. 

(c) Whilst there is no further documentary proof provided by the 
Respondent No. 7 of actual disbursement and utilization of the 
loans contemplated in these two documents, in Paragraph 15 of 
CMA 432, the Respondents No. 7 and 8 submitted that HME was 
set up “in 2006” as a “new steel mill", the preamble of both of the 




S1DF Loan Agreement state that HME was registered with the 
Commercial Registration of Jeddah on 16 Feb 200S. 

(d) In any event, whether the "new steel null” was set up in 200S or 
2006, cither way, since the SIDF loans did not become available 
to Respondent No. 7 and HME until at least some time in 2010 (as 
regards the first loan of SAR 90,0000,000) and until after July 
2012 (as regards the second loan of SAR 59,400,000), this 
statement and claim is contradicted and negated by the 
documents produced by the Respondent No. 7 himself before the 
JIT. 

(e) It is also pertinent to mention that the signed originals of neither 
of the two SIDF Loan Agreement referred to above was submitted 
to the JIT. The documents provided were mere uncertified 
photocopies under cover of the unsigned document 

Al Raihi Bank 

(a) As regards the source of “working capital" funding for HME, the 
Respondent No. 7 has claimed through the unsigned document at 
/ 'Annexure A) that HME had, amongst others, access to a facility 
of SAR 35 million from Al-Rajhi Bank. However, during the 
course of investigation JIT discovered that the said loan was 
sanctioned in 2008 f. Annexure H) and according to a source 
document (Annexure T) (being a copy of a signed letter from Al- 
Rajhi Bank) addressed to HME, this facility was canceled on or 
around 27-10-2009 and the security therefore being charged on: 
(i) factory land # 9709 in Jeddah; and (ii) residential villa in Al 
Hamra District was released. Hence, the impression being given 
of availability of working capital through above mentioned loan is 
selective narration to generate a false perception. 
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(b) Accordingly, at least to this extent a false or misleading 
impression has been sought to be created by the Respondent No. 7 
with regard to the available sources of “working capital" for a 
project such as an operational steel mill, which requires large 
amounts of working capital to sustain itself 

(4) Non Provision of Audited Financial Statements of HME 

(a) A credible and useful source of authentic evidence regarding die 
source and quantum of equity and debt actually employed to set 
up, establish and operate HME is the audited financial statements 
of HME. These would also be relevant in verifying the contents of 
the response and replies of the Respondent No. 7 including the 
contents of and position depicted through the unsigned statement 

U <4nnexure_A 

(b) The audited financial statements would also shed light on the 
quantum source of initial funds and actual debt and equity 
portions and die actual project cost and allied matters. It is 
undeniable that the audited financial statements of HME are 
indeed prepared and exist as these are referred to in the document 
appended by Respondents No. 7 and No. 8 at Annexure Q to 
CMA 432/16’. The SIDF loon agreements also specifically 
require HME to maintain accounts. 

(c) However, in spite of repeated requests by the JTT, the Respondent 
No. 7 failed and declined to produce certified true copies of the 
same before the JTT. The JIT draws a negative inference from 


At page 1 33 of CMA 432/16 This is a “Statement of Cash Balances and Net Profit After Tax for the Years 

Fade d 31 December 2010 to 31 December 2014" in which the figures have been "traced" from r es pective 
"audited financial statement" 
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such failure, which appears intentional with the object of avoiding 
the complete troth from being discovered by die JIT regarding the 
source and quantum of funds, assets, liabilities and actual 
profitability of and dividends declared by HME. The absence of 
and failure to produce the audited financial statements of HME 
may also lead to undermining the credibility of the other limited 
information regarding the source of funds, assets, liabilities and 
actual profitability of HME furnished by the Respondent No. 7 or 
No 8 before the Honourable Court or the JIT. 



The audited financial statements would also have revealed the 
actual and true cost of setting up of HME and then enabled 
verification of whether the claimed sources of funds were indeed 
even sufficient to completely fund such setting up and 
establishment of a steel mill. In this context, based on a source 
document Annexure J. the acquisition cost of 59, 101 square 
meters of industrial land in Khumrah District, Jeddah was SAR 
11.1 million, another 1, 750 square, meters of land was acquired 
for the labour colony at a cost of SAR 0.277 million, the cost of 
just one ’•shredder" for Jeddah was SAR 10 million. This does not 
include cost of civil works and cost of other plant, equipment, 
machinery and vehicles. If all of the costs mentioned in this 
document are accepted and taken into account, these far exceed 
the funds claimed to have been available to Respondent No. 7 to 
set up HME. 


d. In addition to the above, during its investigations the JTT has also obtained two 
further sourced documents which tend to further undermine and contradict the 
statements and stance of the concerned Respondents vfr-d-vis the source of funds 
employed to set up and operate HME. Each of these documents and its 
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unpl.cat.ons vis+vis the quesuons of the Honourable Court and the stance of the 

concerned Respondents is given below. 

Hill Metal Establishme nt: Source of Funds 

( 1 ) Appended as A,, nature K, this unsigned document shows that 

(a) During the period 21-9-2009 and 25-11-2008 HME received 
funds amounting to SAR 59.999,860 million (or US $ 

1 5,999,963 million) in nine separate tranches from one Mr. Saeed 

Sheikh. 

(b) There is reference to a "MD NCB's Account” which during the 
penod 5-10-2009 to 16-3-2010 shows movement of SAR 
36,456,741 (or US S 9, 721. 797) in this account. 

(c) A net amount of SAR 38,289,000 (or US S 10,210,400) received 
by HME as SIDF Loan disbursements. 

(2) With regard to the amount of SAR 59,999,860 m i lli on (or US S 

15,999,963 million) stated to have been received from Mr. Saeed Sheikh: 

(a) The Respondent Ho. 7 did not mention this during any of his 
appearances before the JIT. Mr. Saeed Sheikh according to 
investigation of the JIT is the maternal uncle of Mr. Javed Kiyam 
According to further investigation by the JIT into the matters 
reported in the "Rehman Malik Report” and statement of Javed 
Kiyam made before JIT, this same individual was involved in 
sending substantial amounts in traveler cheques to Mr. Javed 
Kiyam from outside Pakistan through a personal courier (Mr Phil 
Berry), which were deposited and converted into United States 
Dollar Bearer Certificates and liquidated and handed over to 
Shanf family at Model town. In addition large amounts were 
deposited in “fake accounts'* opened in the names of Salman Zia, 




Asghar All and Mohammad FUzwan. These deposits in “flake 
accounts” were then employed as collateral to raise loans for the 
companies of Sharif family. 

Cb) This is a very substantial amount of funding and its terms are not 
entirely clear. However, it appears that this “loan” is linked to 
another source document in (i.e. Guaranty dated 16-9-2009 at 
(Guaranty) apparently issued by Respondent No. 7 in favour of 
Colebrook Investments Limited (Colebrook) incorporated and 
existing under the laws of St Vincent & the Grenadines. It 
appears that this "Guaranty” may have been issued by Respondent 
No 7 to Colebrook to secure the amount of US S 15,999,963 
advanced to HME possibly by the (unnamed) owner of Colbrook. 
A related source document connected to the Guaranty is a 
Convertible Promissory Note also dated 16-9-2009 of US S 
10,000,000, at Annexure L The “Guaranty" provides option for 
conversion of loan into equity of HME or equivalent by die owner 
of Colebrook. The Balance Sheet of HME as of 31-7-2011 
(another source document, at Annexure M shows a ‘convertible 
borrowing' of SAR 60,000,000 which is may well be the same 
transaction. 

MD NCB’s Account 

With regard to the "MD NCB’s Account" which during the period 5-10- 
2009 to 16-3-2010 shows movement of SAR 36,456,741 (or US $ 9, 721, 
797) in this account, when the Respondent No. 7 was queried about the 
same, he denied knowledge thereof 

However, according to the JIT’s investigation, thin apparently refers to 
Respondent No 7’s personal bank account with NCB which is also used 
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to inject funds (of unknown and undisclosed source) into HME by 
Respondent No. 7. 












(!) In the context of the "source of funds” for establishing or operating 
HME, there are two further source documents which, if accepted, 
establish a direct link between Respondent No. 1 personally and funding 
of HME and its operations. 

( 2 ) The first of these documents, at Annexure /V. is (an unsigned) copy of 
instructions dated 20-9-2010 issued by Respondent No. I to the "Private 
Banking” section of A1 Raji Bank, Jeddah in terms of which the 
Respondent No. 1 is instructing “immediate" transfer of an amount of 
SAR 750,000 from his account No. 462 60801 3344552 to the account of 
Respondent No. 7 also maintained with A1 Raji Bank. 

( 3 ) This second related source document, at Annexure O. is (an unsigned) 
copy of instructions dated 20-9-2010 issued by Respondent No. 7 to Al 
Raji Bank instructing transfer of SAR 750,000 from the account of 
Respondent No. 7 to the account of HME maintaine d with Al Raji Bank. 

(4) These two documents, if accepted, establish a direct nexus and link 
between HME and the Respondent No. 1 in which Respondent No. 7 is 
being employed as a conduit. This not only undermines and contradicts 
the statements and stance of the concerned Respondents with respect to 
the "source of funds" to establish and operate HME but is also relevant in 
the context of the massive remittances made by HME (or Respondent No. 
7) to Respondent No. 1 during the period 2009, which aspect is discussed 
whilst addressing the third of the three queries being examined and 
addressed in this Section 


v: 
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h. Receipt* A Payments Account 


(1) Another source document, it .Annexure V- is the "Receipts &. Payments 
Account" of HME for the penod 1-7*2009 to 17-8-2010. This document 
contains a table bearing the heading “Funds Returned" and which, 
amongst others, contains the following entries: 

(a) Entry showing payment of SAR 903,834 to Pa k ista n i Consultancy 
Firm, Sidat Hyder Morshed, Associates for SAP License A 

Maintenances. 

(b) Entry showing payment of £ 6000 to Flagship Investments 
Limited with comments “On Director's Current Account". 

(c) Entry showing payment SAR 1,912,300 to "Hassan" with 

comment “Indsys". 

(d) Entry showing payment of SAR 1 ,873,000 to HDS (Owned by Ali 
Dar son in law of Respondent No 1 and son of Respondent No 10) 
with comment “Indsys". 

(e) Entry showing payment of SAR 360,000 to HDS with comment 

“Indsys". 

(0 Entry showing payment of SAR 3, 752, 300 (or US $ 1,000,613) 

toCFZ. 


(2) These entries, if accepted, belie the statements and claims of the 
concerned Respondents in respect of not having any nexus with HME as 
the entries show that HME has borrowed or otherwise received funds 
which it has repaid (during the penod to which the table relates) from the 
personal account of Respondents No. 7 and 8 besides Flagship 


From the payment of SAR 903,834 for SAP, it appears that HME hat one of the sophisticated Financial 
software SAP even then full details (as well as audited accounts) are not provided. 
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Investments Limited (wholly owned by Respondent No. 8) and the 
amounts during the relatively bnef period covered by this document. 

(31 Moreover, the reference to **CFZ” in this document showing rhai tri 
amount of SAR 3. 752. 300 (or US $ 1.000,613) has been returned or 
repaid to it by HME during 1-7-2009 to 17-8-2010 is also significant. The 
reference by "CFZ" in the view of the JIT is likely a reference to Capita] 
FZE (Jabel Ali Free Zone entity) owned by Hassan Nawaz Shanf, 
regarding which the honaourabie Justice Ijaz ul Ahsan had raised his 
concerns and hod directed the JIT to collect evidence with regards to its 
business activities and role tn transfer of funds to different entities 
controlled by Respondent 7 & 8. JIT during its investigation found out 
that the Chairman of the board of Capital FZE was Mian Nawaz Sharif 
(Respondent No 1). 

Copies of the following documents as certified by the Jabel All Free Zone 
Authority which have been obtained by the JIT as part of its investigation 

arc appended herewith: 

i.a) Employment letter of Nawaz Shanf. Annexure X 

(b) Employment Contract of Nawaz Sharif with Capital FZE. 
Annexurt Y 

(c) Employment Contract Amendment of Nawaz Shanf with Capital 
FZE Anntxur? £ 

(5) ^ documents of Capital FZE and along with a copy of the 

radent visa A n ntxurt P for the United Arab Emirates issued to 
Respondent No. 1 for the penod 2009/20015 and which describes him as 
the Chairman of the Board of Directors of Capital FZE along with the 
employment agreements and amendments thereto which show that 
Respondent No. 1 was paid a salary of AED 10,000 per month by Capital 
FZE all cumulatively taken (along with the entries in “Receipts & 
Payments Account- of HME) prove and establish: 
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/ (•) That HME, Capital FZE, Flagship Investments Limited and HDS 

are linked and associated. 

(b) The Respondents No 1, 7,8 and 10 each are interconnected, they 
have common business interests which are undisclosed 

(c) The Respondent No. 1 has direct, indirect, overt and covert 
association with and interest in businesses and entities which have 
not been declared or acknowledged in Pakistan by the 
Respondent No. 1 ; and that 

(d) Respondent No. 1. Capital FZE and HME are interlinked and 
have nexus with each other. 

(6) All of the foregoing, contradicts the statements of the Respondents No. 1. 

7 and 8 in this regard. 

— >f <he No- L No 1 end No. 8 b efore the Hononrahl* Snpr^. 

~ ~ 2016 in retation t0 ™niittances to R e spondent No. 1 through WMF nr 

Respondent No 7 

a. In the pleadings of the Respondent No. 7 and No. 8 before the Honourable 
Supreme Court, this aspect is also covered, albeit briefly m Paragraph 15 of CMA 
No. 432 of 2017, which has been reproduced above. The stated purpose of these 
remittance, or -gift,” w„ to free the Respondent No. 1 from any financial 
constraints, given his full time involvement in politics Essentially, the stance 
*** wa, that in 2006 the Respondent No. 7 set up HME and that ‘the annual 
cash flow and reuined earning, from this business have enabled the Re^ndcn, 
No 7 to send remittances to his father in Pakistan". 

b Ip mppon of thii instead of Uw complete oudited finiociil 

° f HME ' 1 “ “"•« «f C«h BoUocei and No, Profit, offer 

lax of HME for the yun 2010.2014" prop** by au„ Audj| BureM (AMulu , 


- 4 / 
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AlBasn & Co.) dated 19-1-2017 (HME Cash and Profit Statement) Annexurt S 
The HME Cash and Profit Statement is misleadingly referred to in Paragraph 15 
of CMA 432/17 as an "auditor's certificate", which in actual fact simply and only 
"traces" figures in the audited financial statements of HME for the period 2010 to 
2014. The HME Cash and Profit Statement (at page 134 of CMA 432/17) only 
contain the claimed figures for "net profit after tax" and "cash and bank balances 
in each year. 

c. In the unsigned statement Annexure DP under cover of which various documents 
were submitted by the Respondent No. 7 to the JIT, a reply to the above question 
is also given, the material parts of which arc reproduced below: 

"], Chan shewing funds received 2009*16 from Respondeat No. 7*s (HNS) owned Hill Metal Establishment. 

KSA by Respondent No. 1 (MNS) is Attached ... 

7. The funds transferred by MNS to MS were largely used to purchase landed property for herself by MS and 

arc disclosed in her FBR re runu for year to year. 

8 These funds from HNS transferred to MNS did not 'drop in’ from anywhere. These funds were transferred 

by Hills Metals Establishment owned 100% by HNS in KSA. 


9. Hill Metal Establishment is a Steel Mill in KSA which manufactures and sells Reinforced Rebars. The 
establishment generates sufficient funds as evidenced by Certificates issued by Aider Audit Bureau * A member firm 
of Grant Thornton, Chartered Accountants, KSA to be able to transfer valuable foreign currency to Pakistan.** 
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A brief analysis of the documents provided is depicted in the chert below 




V 



Net Profit 

Net Profit 

Gifts 

Received by 

Gifts 

from 

Total 

Equivalent 

Gifts as 

Year 

SAR 

(Converted 

MNS from 

Hussain 

Gifts 

PKR Gifts 

•/•age of 

1 

USS) 

Bill .Metal 

(USS) 

Nawaz 

CUSS) 

(USJ) 

(Converted 

Figures) 

Net 

Profit 



1 2010 

| 2407408 ! 588.589 

| • j 1.543453 

1443453 

131447,000 

26245% 

2011 

10443.945 ' 2,9184*5 

— l 

• | 999,959 

1 

Id 

• * 

>o 

85.646.48* 

3426% 

2022 

2013 

15423,740 | 4.059.664 

1.224.394 5 004*718 

199,959 

199,959 

19.096.0*5 

4WH 


993,693 



2015 I -5.912.579 " 


1476.688 


1.081428 

"2,161.416 


1474,054 


Totel 37,417,056 9,977,8*2 


4,042,603 


;679.700 


421,735 


TOTAL 


' 




6,722403 


4,717425 


2.774,013 


279416,823 


1,08142*1 107409466 


2,161.416 | 219437436 


8 . 760 . 12 * 


2,679.700 


421.735 


11.43942* 


279441.035 


44.054,120 


1.165,6554 S3 


'Profinbilily position oj HMEfor th* ytar 2016 was not providtd by RtspomLrti 


92.65% 


106.62% 


-137.09% 


* 1 % 


Net profit ea rn ed during 2010-2015 
Total gifts given to MNS in 6 years 2010-2015 

Percentage of gifts of net profit 


S 9,977,882 
$8,913401 

88 % 


14. 


Giftj bv Respondent No ? to 

i Surtir g from year 20 1 0. Respondent No. 1 is receiving gifts usd remittance* from 
tis *oo Respondent No. 7 and his business entity named M/s Hill Metals 



***• 
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Establishment (HME) from Saudi Arabia. Up to May 2017, Respondent No. I 
received Euro 1 267 million and USS 10.148 million from Respondent No.7 & 
HME The Rupee equivalent of these foreign currency receipts, come to around 
Rs. 1 . 1 66 billion. In addition, to these. Respondent No. 7 also made remittances of 
around Rs.69 228 million to, his sister, Respondent No.6 (Mrs. Manam Safdar 
(MS) from HME in 2008 and 2009. 

b. As per statement of Respondent No.7 submitted at the Honorable Supreme Court 
of Pakistan, the amounts were transferred by him to Respondent No.l as to free 
his father from any financial constraints, given his full time involvement in 
politics. However the scrutiny of Respondent No.l, bank records in Pakistan, 
revealed that more than 70% of the gifts received by Respondent No.l, were in 
turn gifted to Respondent No.6 as gifts. Moreover a substantial amount of Rs.100 
million was given as donation to PML (N) in 2013. 

c. Further, hefty amounts almost, 25% of the gifts received from Respondent No.7 
were withdrawn in cash by respondent No.l. 

d. Comments. Major observations related to transactions in the bank accounts of 
Respondent No.l and Respondent No.6 are given below: 

(1) Around 88% of total net profit earned by M/s HME during 2010 to 2015 
was sent to MNS through gifts and remittances indicating his close 
association or beneficial interest in the company. 

(2) A total amount of Rs.1,165 million was sent by Respondent No.7 to 
Respondent No.l as gifts and remittances from 2010 till May 2017. Out of 
this amount, Rs.822.725 million were gifted by Respondent No.l to 
Respondent No.6 during the same period (Annexure V). Apparently 
Respondent No. 6 used the gifts received to acquire land. The declared 
land holding of Respondent No.6 increased from zero in 2010 to 
Rs. 804. 424 million in 2016 as per her tax returns filed with FBR. 

(3) Rs.45 million were transferred from PML(N) account to Respondent No.l 
on 10*Jun-2013. Considerations against this payment were not available 
on record. 
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15. 


(4) The amounts of gifts received by Respondent No.l significantly increased 
after 2012-13. 

(5) Till the year 2012-13, the gifts received by Respondent No.l from 
Respondent No. 7 & HME were declare as gifts whereas, the same 
amounts were termed as remittances after the year 2013-14 in tax returns 
ol Respondent No.l after he assumed charged as Prime Minister. 

(6) Declared gifts were also used to repay the amounts to the person who 
gifted those amounts i.e. from Respondent No.6 (Rs.24.851M) to 
Respondent No.l and from Respondent No.l (Rs.19.460M) to Respondent 
No. 7. 

(7) The detailed pattern of transactions in bank accounts of Respondent No.l 
and Respondent No.6 along with declared gifts and position of properties 
purchased is explained in flow chart at (^nnexurz AA A BBi 


An a»>*l» by JIT. The analysis and comments of the JIT on the above are as under 

a. Contrary to the averments of the Respondent No. 7 at Para 15 of CMA 432/17, 
which attributed the “annual cash flows" and “retained earnings” from HME as 
the source of funds enabling the remittances to Respondent No. 1, the supporting 
evidence produced (i.e. HME Cash and Profit Statement) is neither the fj ows 
nor the retained earnings position of HME. Instead, as requested by the 
Respondent No. 7, the accounting firm has simply "traced" the yearly figures 
relating to net profit after tax" and "cash and bank balances" at the respective 
year ends. In the absence of detailed financial statements disclosing, other vital 
information on the health and financial viability including its ability by having 
sufficient balances in the "retained earnings", mere year end cash and bank 
balances are insufficient (and irrelevant) to accurately establish and verify the fact 
whether, after disbursement through remittances of the lions share of the available 


\ 

\ 
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r ft «h of HME in any giveo year u gift* to Respondent No. I . thore was coor* gh 
working capital left to sustain and operate the usual business of HM£. 

b. Similarly, the "yearly net profit after tax" is certainly not a substitute for the 
"yearly retained earning" position of a business entity. The retained earning 
position" reflects the cumulative position of the undistributed profits net of the 
accumulated losses, if any, as of a particular date. A business cannot distribute 
profits to the owners unless there is a balance available here. The HME Cash and 
Profit Statement, in other words, simply does not contain all of the necessary and 
relevant information and figures to enable due and proper verification ot facts. 
The information is incomplete and inapt for the purpose for which it has 
ostensibly been submitted. 

c. It is pertinent to note that while Respondent No.l has shown these remittances 
were received as gifts from his son Respondent No. 7, the records obtained from 
Respondent No.l bonk accounts in Pakistan (Annexure >0 revealed that the 
above remittances included the payments made from the accounts of HME; a 
business ennty9 as opposed to Respondent No. 7 personally. 

d. Respondent No. 7, was unable to produce any banking record or relevant 
documents of the source at KSA, which may shed light on the so called huge gifts 

given to Respondent No.l. 

• 

Starting from year 2010, Respondent No.l is receiving gifts and r rmittmrw from 

I bis son Respondent No. 7 and his business entity i.e. HME from KSA. Up to May 
2017. Respondent No.l received Euro 1.267 million and USS 10.148 million from 
Respondent No and HME The Rupee equivalent of these foreign c urr ency 
receipts, come to around Ra.1.166 billion. In addition, to these, Respondent No. 7 

iLVl ' “ *° :ei;Ud 15 deia * ed “ ** SIDF documents a. a “sola proprietorship" under the Uw. of KSA. 
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also made remittances of around Rs.69.228 million to. bis sister, Respondent No. 6 
from HME in 2008 and 2009 

f. As per statement of Respondent No. 7 in CMA 432/17 the amounts were gifted by 

him to Respondent No.l so as to free his father from any financial constraints, 
given his full time involvement in politics. However the scrutiny of Respondent 
No.l, bank records in Pakistan, revealed that more than 70% of the gifts received 
by Respondent No.l, were in rum gifted to Respondent No.6 as gifts. Moreover a 
substantial amount of Rs. 100 million was given as donation to PML (N) in 2013. 
Moreover, approximately 25% of the “gifts" received from Respondent No.7 were 
withdrawn in cash by Respondent No.l. 

Most significantly, around 88% of total net profit earned by HME during 2010 to 
2015 was remitted as “gifts" to Respondeat No. 1 directly from a bank account of 
HME or through Respondent No. 7. Since 88% of the total net profit, during the 
si* yean from 2010 to 2015 by HME was transferred to Respondent No. 1, it left 
just 12% for the purported sole owner i.e. Respondent No 7, based in the KSA to 
nmniam and support his lifestyle and that of his immediate family. This figure of 
89 ’ ' me to a strong presumption or inference that in substance and in reality, 
tic Respondent No. I has a beneficial and proprietary interest in HME. This view 

“ ftmh “ bunr ““ d “ d remforc « 1 « consideration end weight ts gtven to the 

,‘°™ « “ (m unsigned) copy of tnsnuchons 

b> ' N °- 1 ’° - -on of 

Rajt Bank. Jeddd, to tenns whtch the Respondent No. 1 is utstntctutg 

“in “ f “ * $AR *» * uccount No. « 

H 2 n? “°“ * RCSPOndCW N# - 7 - — — with A1 Raji 
J - w « inneuHO, herag (an unsigned) copy of Echoes dated 20- 
9-.010 issued by Respondent No. 7 to Al Reii Bank 

750 000 front »k Bank mstructm g transfer of SAR 

' .000 horn the eccount of Respondent No. 7 to the account of Hvra 
With AJ Rail Finnic 7-u . we account of HME maintained 

J1 Bank - T*®* two documents, if accepted. ar 

link between HME and the Responds w ^ 

Respondent No. 1 tn which Respondent No. 7 is being 


j g- 
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employed as a conduit and give much credence to the view that the Respondent 
No 1 has significant beneficial interest in HME and that, contrary to the claimed 
position. Respondent No. 7 is not the true and sole owner of HME but a nominee 
or ostensible owner only with limited, if any, actual beneficial interest in HME 

h. Another source document being the Management Report of HME ( Annexure O) 
for the quarter ended 31-3*2010 establishes that “after a long period of stress and 
strained performance'* HME "‘finally came out of the red” in this quarter for the 
first tune. Accordingly, this also creates doubts about the claimed success and 
profitability of HME to such as level as to enable it to remit an amount equivalent 
to Rs 1 ,165 655 million over a penod of six years. 

t. \ ct another factor which tends to throw the claimed source of the funds which 
ucre remitted as gifts to Respondent No. I (i.c. profits of HME) into serious 
doubt are, amongst others, the express restrictive covenants contained in the SIDF 
Loan Agreement dated 3-1-2010 expressly restrict maximum dividend to “the 
lessor of 25% of the paid in capital" or the total repayment of ins tallment* during 
the same fiscal year". An identical covenant is also found in the second SIDF 
Loan Agreement dated 2-7-2012. Moreover, even the maximum annual capital 
expenditure is also capped by a covenant In terms of Clause 9. HME is even 
restricted from creating any encumbrance on the revenue or assets of HME 
without the prior approval of SIDF. It is axiomatic that the quantum of funds of 
HME claimed to have been ‘ gifted* to Respondent No. I would, if true, result in 
default by HME under the SIDF Loan Agreements. Accordingly, this factor too 
tends to caU into question the veracity of the claimed source of the ‘gifts’ remitted 
to Respondent No. 1 from KLSA. 

j. A BUI .mount of Rj l.165 million wu sent by Respondent No.7 to Respondent 
No.l is gifts sod remittances from 2010 till Miy 2017. Out of this amount, 
Rs.822.725 million were gtfted by Respondent No.l to Redolent No.6 during 
the same penod Apparently. Respondent No. < used the gifts received to acquire 
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land. The declared land holding of Respondeat No. 6 increased from zero in 2010 
to Rs. 804 424 million in 2016 as per her tax returns filed with FBR. During 2008- 
2009, an amount of Rs. 69.228 million was directly remitted by HME to 
Respondent No. 6. 

k. Rs.45 million were transferred from PML(N) account to Respondent No.l on 10- 
6-2013 and considerations against this payment were not available on record 

L " I " hc ““cunts of gifts received by Respondeat No.l significantly increased after 

2012-13. 

1 6 C onclusion. The evidence brought on record by the Respondent, at best, is selective, 
incomplete, partial and inconclusive to form an objective conclusion by JIT on the veracity of the 

stance taken In any case, if the SEDF loan agreements are taken at their face value. Respondent 
No. 7 did not produce any evidence or means establishing his personal capacity of meeting the 

SAR 90 4 M equity requirement as his share in the sale proceeds of A 1 Azizia Steel Company 

tell well short of this requirement. 


c. 


D ' Sp '“ rtp “ cd rajucsts ' Respondent No. 7 did not produce the rclcvan 

corporate busmess records „ „ B 

1 The legal status of H.U Meuls Esmblishnront (HME) whether it's . 
proprietorship, partnership or a company limited by shares. 

b. The sole beneficial rtatua of Hussam Nawaz Shtnif; whether he is the only owner 
partner or to ease of a luntted company the only shareholder 

The actiml equity injected in HME and the banking records showing that he hat 

toe means to inject that equity. 

Though, the SIDF loan agreements clearly sanuhne tha, mrr u 
accounts duly audtted even, year rh , ! tbnt HME has id get in 

financal Rospondent did not produce dm .uditec 

statements, repeatedly requested by JIT. In the absence of 

financial statements since establishment i 

“ “ d P'cce a monetary value on : 

(I) Owner'* equity injection. 
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(2) Actual ititui of borrowings from SIDF, the project I 

(3) Borrowings from friends and business associates 

(4) Borrowings from National Commercial Bank. Saudi Arabia. 

(5) Borrowings from other commercial **‘"1^ in Saudi i 

(6) Operating results after HME went into < 


18. Respondent No. 7, in the light of above, was found not to be 
disclosure as to the sources and actual utilization of the 
the lawful means for his ownership of HME. 

1 9. Similarly as regards the 

financial health of HME and its ability to 
corporate bus mess and hanirt^g records. 

20. Therefore, in the 

to date, it is not possible to conclusively < 
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(2) Whether the retained earning* account balances support tbe 

gifts to Respondent No. I and are in compliance with the loan co 
entered into with the lenders of HME, in particular, SIDF. 


The pattern and the manner in which these remittances were made by between 
2010 till May 2017 by Respondent No. 7 to Respondent No. 1. prima facie cannot 
be characterized as gifts from a son to a father They keep coming at 

intervals, at times on a monthly basis, as if they were a regular source of income, 
without which. Respondent No 1 would not be able to m ai n tai n his lii 

Respondent No 1 on the other hand, 
him "to free him from any financial 
politics”, utilizes these hefty 
daughter i.e Respondent No. 

“equitably strengthen 

During the six years 
million were made. The 
the profits of HME in 
US 588,589 but tbe 
2,161,416 
1.576,688 



On tbe basis tbe Aldar 
and the 


beneficial 

practically 


of the 

to the 
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bly owned by hu 


7 , 





Documentary Earners. dnnexura, and detail. 
Report of Joint In vestigation 




HAUMUr LNM .STMIMS I lMllLn AND c ompanies 

iio m, respondent mo. 8 



tUu,KuU (Annexuro A) of Mr. Respondent No. 8 (Respondent No. 8). A pictorial 

r«|Nc*eatWu\u of the plethora of evunpanies and elaborate network of transactions has been 
prepared 


l' »* analysis u based on evidence from JIT’s own sources as well as the limited 
information available publicly It u imperative to highlight that the information submitted by the 
Rcspondrtib did not suflicc for the purpose of the investigation and was found to be severely 
tickivg and no effort has been made by the Respondents to provide the same. A summary of 
tkvuroencs provided and the comments of the JIT arc attached as Annexurc B. In the absence of * 
\:ta! information. the Burden of Proof is on die Respondents. Ample opportunities have been 

afforded to the Respondents to present plausible explanations to the various observations raised 

by the JIT but remain unheeded .. 



jjkhvtomitt with regards tu the sources of fund 


e\ of fundi 
tip anles hv 


ini other 


/he Respondents, tn their f ’MA filed before the Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan. 

had described funds provided from the investment made with Al Thani family of Qatar as the 
sourvr for .srrtm^; up Magship InvcsUncnta and other companies. However* in their statements in 
the appearances before the Jll, the said stance was neither qualified nor subst i:. 1 
Respondent No s c aiegouciilly and repeatedly confirmed that he requested Mr. HtUtttn H^vaaT 
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^^spaocjear No. 7) for tfcr funds for setting up these companies and that he did nee cn- v 
- = where Respondeat No. 7 obtained these fundi. On the contrary, when RespeadffiC Kc 7 

*** the s a me question, he ever being approached by Respondeat No. I to 

jroi-ade tae said fundi He went on to state that he Icami about the proviswc of funds t 
r "^ r ' No. ? for establishment of his companies i H rr m gh Mr. N'tsir Khtzu fTepzes e e oz we 
^ * “* * ■ a= ~ - a=a ^y) during the execution of settlement, and as it was never shared with hut by 
lTi i|in ak_i. No. * or anyone else in the family. Therfbre, he immediately sea: die papers 

f*o. idee by Nasr Kh a m: i to Respondeat No. 8 through facsimile transmission foe cocfemaciur 
ofiece^E of die said funds 

These dichotomies between the stance taken by the Respondents in die HoanoHe 
Court anc their respective s tatement s narratioBS during them appearances before the JIT 
hearty m d : rates that me story of the utilization of Qatari funds for establishment of me 
oQE^aafiS is. rrtma fame, false and concocted. Nevertheless, irrespective of the so urc e of •£•■*»** 
*“ =r ~~ £ r < — anai;.-5is of the es t a blishm e nt of the companies has been tmdeszakes by the JIT is. me 


The tabic below encapsulates the movement of foods (inflow and oeflow) of 

B&5FCKDES NO 8 based on ins claim on the generation of capital flam the proceeds 
t r ~ vu_* and loans given by him to bis companies in the tinned Trn &n- and to a 

. : m Pakistan namely judhry Sugar Mills limits 


k I SPONDENT NO. 8 FUNDS FLOW 









Opening 

Balance of 
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No. 8 
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2 * 1 - 24*2 


6,428 


Kespoodeot 
No. 8 Claim 
from Qatar 
GBP (•) 


713.499 


286,631 


Respondent 
No. 8 Loans 
to UK 
Companies 
Inflow / 


( Brackets, red color entries are negative 

ii 


(705,071) 


(307,761) 


Respondent 

No. 8 Loan 
Chaudhn 

W 

Sugar Mills 
Ltd. 




8,425 


(u,*m 




I 2003- 2004 

1 02.702) 

989,253 

(1,066,880) 

- 

(90,329) 

| 2004-2005 

I 2005-2006~ 
f 2006-2007 

I 2007-2008 

| (90.329) 

487,924 

(272,165) 

- 

125,430 

125.430 

- 

(568,274) 

• 

(442,844) 

j (442,844) 

1 

(319,305) 


(762,149) 

(762,149) 

• 

2,109,789 

- 

1 ,347,640 

j 2008-2009 

1.347,640 

• 

(922,488) 

• 

425,152 

2009-2010 j 

425,152 

- 

(463,477) 

(658,219) 

(696,543) 

2010-2011 1 

2011-2012 j 

(696.543) 
(827,008) j 

| «fr 

(130,465) 

• 

(827,008) 

- 

917,674 

• 

90,666 

2012-2013 j 

90.666 

• 

84,425 

• 

175,091 

2013-2014 

175,091 

- 

(175,932) 


(841) ^ 

2014-20 15 | 

7(1 I c 7m ^ 

(841) 

- 

(299,400) 

: 

(300,241) 

^»"I5*20I6 1 

(300,241) 

• 

147,051 


(153,190) 


* RESPONDENT NO. 8 Claim from Qatar; USD conversion to GBP 


| RESPONDENT NO. 8 CLAIM FROM QATAR 


/ 1 Respondent No. 8 

/ Year I Claim from Qatar 

L_ CT _ 

Exchange Rate 
(USD to GBP) 

Respondent No. 

8 Claim from 

Qatar 

GBP 

j 2001-2002 j 1,038,569 

1.4556 

713,499 


r 2002-2003 j 461,333 

1.6095 jj 

286.631 


I 2003-2004 1 1,771,257 

1.7905 

989,253 

/ 2004-2005 1 936,766 

1 1_ 

1.9199 

487,924 1 


f 

I f-v. \c \ 



^ ll CVidem frl>Q] the 

V 2004-2005. 2007-2008 2 T"* *“ RESPONDENT NO *• CKCC V' ^ the yets 2001-2002, 

*bnpc of subordinated ] Uftn ^ *‘ 009 * 201 1-2012 and 2012-2013, has extended more funds in the 
Pakistan, than Comp * n,es ,n UK and to Chaudhry Sugar Mills Limited in 

ma y be noted that in all the nv accounting for his claim of proceeds from Qatar. It 

only. companies, the paid up capital ranged from GBP 1 to GBP 100 


known t* v “ ** * profit/Ioss P° sltion <* 

CBP Despite sue, heavy £ "T? 2001 ' 20 “ “ “ ’ SEre,! ■ , ' ° f 

of real estate Mscla to *"* Re *»’“ de “ No 8 ■» nuauqud to erect an empire 

■™>oool regulatory repottin* Sma " S *“ ““P™” ■*>“ require 

L L7t:ZZ T b l“T' 3b l: on R “ pondcm No - »- 

associated as . shareholder dimeter T " ** 2 ° 0 '- *“ thC °- h ' *" 

Ora. he mosdy acqu^d othjr than a lew .hi, ZZZS ^ ^ 


a. 

b. 


c. 


d. 


Rrrgahip Investments Limited; paid up coital GBP 1 - year 2001; 
Hartsrone Properties Limited; ; paid up capital GBP 2 - year 2002; 

QUC H ° ldmgS up capital GBP 1 - yea, 2003; 


Quint Eaton Place 2 Limited (formerly Quint 
GBP 100 -year 2003; 


Etam Place Limited); paid up capital 


e. 


Quint Sloane Limited (formerly Quint Eaton 
year 2003; 


Place Limited); paid up capital n/a 

» 


f - Q mnl Llmitcd ; paid up capital GBP 100 -year20Q3*. 

*• ****** Sccurit,es paid up capital GBP 100 - year 2005; 






Quinl Gloucester Place limited; paid up capital GUP l - year 2006; 

• Quint Paddington Limited (Formerly Kivato Estates Limited); paid up copital 
CiltP 100 - y ear 2006, 

Hagxhip Developments l imited, paid up capital GBP 1 - year 2010; 

hollowing is the list of Respondent No. 8's known properties in the UK 
owned/acquired/mortgagcd by Respondent No. 8 and/or his companies: 

a Properties used t» F| nwn « fosnundent No. 8*» UK Companies (Anncxure C) 

( 1 ) Property located at 1 6 Avenficld House 11 8- 1 27 Park Lane London W 1 K 
7AF at the I-and Registry with title number NGL33828S; 

(2) Property located at 16A Avenficld House 118*127 Park Lane London 
W l K 7AF at the Land Registry with title number NGL35 1 184; 

(3) Property located at 17 Avenficld House 118-127 Pork Lane London WIK 
7 A F at the Land Registry with title number NGL342976; 

(4) Property located at 17A Avenficld House 118-127 Park Lane London 
W 1 K 7AF at the Land Registry with title number NGL342977; 

« 

b 13iilL\Uil ) .l > . | .y. c ? t rin , nts U nijtccj 

(1) Property located and known as Units 31-33 WtUs Way Industrial Estate 
Plots. Klectsbridge Poole Dorset at the Land Registry with title numbers 
DT99349, DT148418, DT152196, DT253611, DT278957, DT168371 and 

DTI 155 13, 

(?) Property located at Plot no. 8, 121 Edgcware Road, London; 

(3) Property located at Flat no. I2A, Avenficld House 118 Park Lane, 
Mayfair, London at the L .md Regi:.try with title number NGL225917, 



Property located at Flat oo. 8, 2 Burwood Place, London at the Land 
Registry with tide number NGL806047; 

(5) Ioca£ed « Flat no. 201. Drake House, Saint George Wharf, 

ndon at the Land Registry with tide number TGL192078; 

(6> ,0Caled * F3at *>• 10. Duke Mansions, Duke Street London at the 

Land Registry with tide number NGL394460; 

f ’ ^!' 0Ca " d “ F ' a ‘ 00 2 ' Dmmv “ House, 36 Green Street, Undon 

FX at the Land Registry with tide number NGL832138; 

P«ty located at Flat QO. 4, 69 Cadogan Square, London SW1X ODY at 
the Land Registry with tide number NGL569247; 

(») Property located at Upper Ground Floor, Stanhope House, Stanhope PUce 
London W2 2HH; 

(10) Property located at 12A, Evenfield House, 116 Park Lane, London W1 at 
the Land Registry with tide number NGL335917; 


Q uint Gloucester Place Limited . Property located at F/Hl 17, Gloucester Place 
London W1 V 6JU at the Land Registry with tide number NGL4 17483- 

Quint Paddington Limited 

‘ 1 ' Property located at F/H the Pettier & Firkin Public House, 15 Chilworth 
Street, Undon at the Land Registry with tide number NGL8 18885, 

1 2) Property located at K/A the Fcttler & Firkin Public House, 15 Chilworth 
Street, London at the Land Registry with title number NGL350124; 

4 



Oma LMmltc d Property located at Flats LAM, 17 Eaton Square, London SW1 at 
«c Land Registry with title number NGL8 18885. 


located at Flats oo.5, 97-99 Eaton Place. London SW1; 


Property 


.. . rementioned list of properties is based on the limited information that was 

. * **** ti,C thcrefore « is a reasonable assumption that more properties in the UK 

ve been or arc held by Respondent No. 8 in his name or on the name of his 
companies, firms, sole propnetorship/ponncrship firms or in the name of his family members or 
other benamidars. Respondent No. 8 has failed to provide any documentary evidence (land 
registry, bank statements, and tax returns) to justify the sources used to own these properties. 


The sources used for making investments in real estate business m UK companies were 
mainly bank borrowings, building society loans, inter-corporate financings and director's loans. 
Financial analysis of companies reveals that reliance was mainly on bank loans, as these 
companies were shell companies and not trading companies, which used external sources for 
making investments. Moreover, as per available disclosures given in the financial statements of 
I ^ companies, Respondent No. 8 was not drawing any salary/emoluments from these 
companies. Hence, Respondent No. 8 had no known source of income to fund investments in real 
estate. 


12. Investments in properties were primarily recorded on cost basis in the financial 
statements. However, without independent valuations of such investments in real estate, market 
values of such investments in real estate are not known and recorded in the financial statements. 


13. Respondent No. 8 indulged heavily in inter-corporate movcmeni/revolving of capital 
amongst his companies wherein links of two offshore BVI (British Virgin Islands) companies i.e. 
AJanna Services Limited and Lam kin SA are established as minority shareholders of Quint Eaton 
Place 2 Limited and Quint Limited, respectively (companies of Respondent No. 8). These BVI 
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cs forwarded funds to the UK companies. Respondent No. 8 was asked to explain this 
but responded by denying the habxlities outstanding towards the BVI companies, which 
ootradictory to the financial position given in the accounts of the companies of which he is a 
jor shareholder. It is interesting to note that Minerva Services Limited and Minerva 
Nominees Limited, the shareholders of Nielson Enterprises Limited and Nescoll Limited 
ompanies which owned the Avenfield flats at that time, were also the shareholders of the 
aforementioned companies (Allana Services Limited and Lamkin SA). 

In addition. Quint Paddington Limited obtained funds/loan from Capital FZE; a UAE 
based offshore concern, which is also owned by Respondent No. 8. Interestingly, although 
Respondent No. 8 stated that Capital FZE was created by him in anticipation of buying some 
properties in U.A.E. which never materialized; was being dissolved; and had no association with 
any other family member, yet on investigation JIT was able to establish that not only the 
company remained functional till 2014 but it ostensibly was being managed by under direct 
control of Mian Nawaz Sharif, Respondent No. 1 as Chairman of the Board. 

15. Another company by the name of Hiltcm International Limited (an offshore entity) 
emerged in 2014 to extend a loan to Flagship Investments Limi ted. Respondent No. 8 did not 
provide any satisfactory explanation, evidence, document to explain these offshore companies to 
the JIT and in fact denied ownership of any offshore company. 

1 6. The finnnriak of Quint Limited and Quint Eaton Place 2 Limited for the year ended 
March 31, 2007 reported fee payable to M Safdar amounting to GBP 188,000 and GBP 170,000 
respectively. However, Respondent No. 8 failed to provide explanation of the aforementioned 
reported transactions. Likewise other Respondents namely M Safdar and Maryam Nawaz 
themselves disassociated themselves from any business activity of Respondent No. 8. There tore, 
the reported figures stand unjustified despite queries put forward by the JIT before the 



provide by Re 

iaformutin , ' r> ° n COt N ° ®’ Similarly, Respondent No. 8 failed to provide any 

non on the afore-stated BVI companies 

September 30 20lo' ^ ** n * nC ** 1S ° f Chaudhry Sugar Mills Limited for the year ended 
(GBP 658 ->|9 Th dlsc,OSC8 tt loan &om its sponsor 'Hasan Nawaz Sharif of PKR 87,348.466 

ended September 30 Ton™ out3tondiog “ financials of the company for the year 

, u * 1 *» untl1 dunn 8 the year ended September 30, 2012 where the loan is 

Resno rf XT P0,d ° ff ‘ h ° WCVCr * 00 cvidBnce is available for the said loan's repayment to 
Respondent No. 8 (Annexure D). 


g transactions trail record substantiates that Chaudhry Sugar Mills Limited 
repai PKR 70,000,000 to Maryam Safdar being in excess to the sum owned by it to 
S&idar amounting to PKR 41,066,200. The excess amount of PKR 28.933,800 paid to 
Maryam Safdar by Chaudhry Sugar Mills Limited has been reported as loan from Respondent 
* o. 8 to Maryam Safdar in her income tax return for Tax Year 2012. 

20. Following is the list of identified bank accounts of Respondent No. 8 for which he 

refused to provide any documents / statements to justify the reported funds movement in the 
fin ancial returns of his companies: 

a. Barclays Bank PLC AJc title: Quint Gloucester Place limited, AJc no: 53644049, 
Sort Code 20-03-80; , ? - 

Bank of Scotland AJc title: Quint Eaton Place 2 Limited, A/c no: 06104465, Son 
Code 12-11-03; 


c. An account in Midland Bank between years 1994-1998; 


An account in Barclay’s Bank, campus branch of City University in year 1998 or 
year 1999; 


e. An account in Bank of Scotland; 

£ An account in Halifax Bank of Scotland; 






An account in a South African Bank Invcrtec Bank; 

An account in an Australian Bank Clydes dale Bank; 

An account in Standard Chattered Bank - opened in year 2013; 

An account in Royal Bank of Canada, kies of Mann - opened in year 2000; 
An account m Royal Bank of Canada; 


The aforementioned list is not an exhaustive list as there are strong probabilities that 
Respondent No. 8, in addition to the aforementioned banks, may have been operating through 
other bank accounts to execute the financial web. 


In view of the preceding, it is imperative to obtain the complete certified book record; 

statements, certified tax returns and certified documents of sale/purchase of property (ever 
owned by Respondeat No. S or ins companies). 


2 j . : urthennore, other documentary evidences substantiating the receipts as loan from 

Respondent No. S by Cimudhry Sugar Mills l i m ited and its repayments made to the sponsors or 
other parties is also required as the non-availability of such information lead* to gap in the 

sources available to Respondent No 8 and his lending to associated companies in the UK and 
Paldstio, thereby triggering the suspicion ol acquiring and possessing "assets d »pn v p <w t in pini» to 

- • •• •• .c.qvadcnt. 


24 Continuous revolving of funds by Respondent No. 8 amongst his UK companies clearly 
reveals that the purpose of formation of these companies with insignificant paid-up capital was 

j to evade die disclosure requirements for companies in UK, (b) to give an impression that the 
real estate empire was built owing to the successful businesses, (c) revolve funds inside and 

outside UK through his companies instead of his personal accounts to escape any probability of 
legx access it. case or any legal proceedings and (d) to camouflage the real origin of funds and 

mux it with known business to layer the real transactions. Furthermore, it is beyond 



comprehension as to how any pcnon can manage to establish such a huge business empire 
composing of such expensive properties when the business itself has minimal equity and has 
continuously been incuning losses. (Annexurt E). 
awhlp Investments I 

23. An emphasis on Flagship Investments 1 »T ri,t<v< h«u been made herein to explain the whole 
scheme of Respondent No. 8 in UK. Flagship Investments Limited was incorporated in 2001 by 
Respondent No 8 with a paid-up capital of GBP I only. The beginning of this company is based 
| on loon given by Respondent No. 8 amounting to GBP 705,071, (to which Respondent No. 8 has 
referred as proceeds from Qatar that has not been supported by any evidence by Respondent No. 
8 and proved otherwise in Para 3 above). 

26 The year wise important financial figures are as under 



RESPONDENT NO. 8 FUNDS FLOW (2001-2016) 

FLAGSHIP INVESTMENTS LIMITED 


| Year 

Profit/ 

(Loss) 

GBP 

Respondent 

No. 8 

Inflow/ 

(Outflow) 

GBP 

Loan from 

Bank and 

Building 

Society 

. Inflow/ 

(Outflow) 

GBP 

associated 

companies 

Inflow / 

(Outflow) 

GBP 

Loan to 

associated 

companies 

Inflow / 

(Outflow) 

GBP 

I 2002 

(8.551) 

705,071 

229,594 


I 

J 2003 

(14,657) 

307,761 

l ,386,956 


m 

2004 

39,051 

593,939 

(11.844) 


- 

j 2005 

(117,419) 

(188,450) 

1,665353 

• 

* 

2006 

(359,339) 

469,351 

671327 

1 5 ' 583 

/ N / 
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j 2007 

3,237 

I (217,542) 

; (1,005,294) 

1 18,326 

m 

1 2008 

(213,281) 

(540,463) 

268,672 

387,931 

(175,274) 

2009 

(378,010) 

361,771 

(24,977) 

0,910) 

(33,216) 

' 2010 

(34,905) 

26,688 

(33,838) 

(198,426) 

208,490 

[ 2011 

(135,608) 

(131,797) 

(1,120,849) 

(108,685) 

(83,593) 

I 2012 

193,897 

342,094 

(2,025,000) 

225,751 

(333,245) 

2013 

(194,791) 

(84,425) 

• 

(168,487) 

(104,518) 

j 2014 

(119,906) 1 

175,932 

• 

(28,402) 

(111,470) 

2015 

(176,037) 

299,400 

485,000 

(23,218) 

(89,387) 

| 2016 

247,379 

(147,051) 

(485,000) 

(22.940) 

(107,331) 

I Net Position 

(1,268,940) 

1,972,279 


185,523 

(829,544) 


27. The list of 10 known properties that were owned/mortgaged by Flagship Investments 
Limited are stated in Para 4 above. These are prime properties located in UK. The ownership * 
documents / land registry papers showing the time, date, amount, party involved of the other 

parties from whom these properties were acquired/bougfci have not been shared by Respondent 

No. 8. 

28. From the aforementioned, it is evident that Flagship Investments Limited mainly relied 
upon loans from Respondent No. 8. The total injection of funds by Respondent No. 8 in Flagship 
Investments Limited amounts to GBP 3,282,007, with the closing net position of loan from 
Respondent No. 8 to Flagship Investments Limited as at 2016 of GBP 1,972,279. It is pertinent 
to mention here that Respondent No. 8 did not provide evidence of the sources of funds (declared 
sources of income / funds, bank statements, tax returns etc.) through which he made such hefty 
amount of continuous loaning to Flagship Investment Limited. For this purpose, numerous 
• uivice * s and oppom;;:;ti”s were given to Respondent No. 8. 



29. Furthermore, Flagship Investment s Limited was incurring losses which aggregated to the 
tune of GBP 1,268.940. It is prudent to say that if a company docs not make profit then it 
becomes highly unlikely for it to remain a going concern- However, in the case of Flag P 
Investments Limited, not only it remained existent throughout the period under consideration 
also mortgaged at-Ieast 10 prime properties in UK to avail loans from the building societies and 
finaQci&l institutions (mainly banks). 

30. Respondent No. 8, despite, numerous opportunities, failed to provide any documentary 
evidence to justify bow, when and for what amount these properties were bought and 
subsequently sold. Furthermore, Respondent No. 8 also did not provide any record from the land 
registry to reveal the names of parties involved with Respondent No. 8 and/or Flagship 
Investments Limited for the sale/purchosc of these properties. The banking record was also not 
made available by Respondent No. 8 regardless of persistence by the JTT. 

31. Conclusion The network of companies being established and dissolved over time 
appears to have been designed to camouflage the activities of Respondent No. 8 and his 

companies as well as to create a smoke screen in the way of discovering unaccounted wealth, 
the purchase : properties tri the UK and amassing of wealth and properties. The analysis has 
shown that snmtii-.i!it amounts of funds are involved and arc being moved discreetly but 

attempted to unearth the sources of 

underhtrg transact;. ms has been severely constrained dns to 

wjthhei i trom the JIT by the Respondents. Thus far, the Sharif family did not ftmuih the record 
that in pro . ;.fc a meaningful explanation of the sources ot fundi, the origin and acquisition of 
properties. The JIT has, at every stage of the investigation proceedings provided Respondent 
No 8 and his family the opportunity to produce evidence supporting the purchases but they have 

failed to do so. It is not fathomable that documentation of transactions and large purchases 
entailing millions of sterling arc not available, and that these transactions were executed on the 

: .-.;s L.f verbal and mutual understandi n g. - •;£ nnns 
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32. F ur t h ermore, a scheme of revolving funds through mter-coTporatc .lnancing 
, fin a nci ng from financial institutions is also evident from the 

Respondent No. 8 has failed to provide documentary evidence or motive behind revolving 
funds in companies which are incurring losses on a consistent basts. It has also been observ 
that the underlying properties have been mortgaged numerous times to obtain toaxn> fr^m 
multiple financial institutions and subsequently* the loans are retired in time or even bc«.e»e tin.e. 

A pattern of incorporating loss m«v-ing companies for revolving of funds and then subsequent. > 
ending up being dissolved is also observed. 

33. Moreover, it appears that the multiple transactions with other associated companies of 
Flagship Investments Limited, winch involved huge sums of money, was carried out to layer the 
flow of funds so that the real source / origin of funds and its utilization could not be easily 
identified. The JIT carried out a painstaking exercise of co mpil in g the record I information of 
UK based companies and consolidated their fin a n cial position year wise, despite flagrant 
misrcpoTTing. misstatement and misrepresentation in the financial statements of the companies, 
to reveal the asset accumulation of Flagship Investments 1 imi ted and other ■ 

-p c.ies m L1C from unknownM^^^I 


Documentary 


Section VI 


NAB/ FLA Cases 


idences, Ann ex arcs and details arc covered in Volume \ / TU of Investigation 
Report of Joint Investigation Team, Panama Case 
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1 


re eotfertd in 1 
Report of Joint /n vofif4W< m Ttonu Potto 

j*AF FIA CASES 


vlll of fo*<= lii * aticn 


Back Ground 

Honorable Suprame Coon of Hh*. vide «. order <to~l 20. Apfl 20.7. in ' 

pennon No.. 29. 30 of 2016 end 03 of 20.7, to addfckm to other (hrecOotu. toso ot 

para 3, reproduced as under that; 


- the jn may also examine the evidence and material, if any. already available with AB 

and FIA reiatmg to ar bavin, any nexus with die possession or acquisition of the aforesaid 
flats or any other assets or pecuniary resources and their origin .... " 


2 in compliance to the above referred orders of the Honorable Apex Court, the record * x- 
requisitiooed by JIT from NAB. FIA and SECP regarding cases inquired or invesugaied by these 
Departments against the Respondeat No. 1 and others, on the allegations of corruption «nd 

corrupt practices. 


7 , It was noted that some of the cases originally initiated by 
atlcr the creation of NAB in 1999, were then transferred to ^ 

processed by NAB. Similarly. some cases were initiated by NAB on its own and die same were 
r ••'erred to FIA for investigation and preparation of references under NAO, 1999. Similarly, FLA 
and SECP also conducted cases against the respondent No. 1, hi* femQy / 

business concerns. The Summary of the cases as received is 
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i .Hi »r c tM-i fey 


Sr. 

No. 


r 


Till* of the cut 


Against Mian Muhd.nm.nl Nawaz Sharif Su,f u ‘ Rchroan rcttnr 


Purchase of Helicopter (Assets beyund known Sourcool tocotoc) 


Reference Against Mian Nawaz Sharif and other regarding huge illegal inertaae 


sharr deposits of Hudahiya Paper Mill* 


Reference against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif, Mian Shanf and Mot. S 
Akhtcr for construction of Palatial Mansions and buildings in Raiwond 
ore beyond known sources of income 


Reference against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Shanf, Ittcfaq foundry and others for 
willful default of loan pavablo to National Bank of Pakistan. 


Investigation against Mian “Muhammad Nawaz Sharif and others regarding 
wqaatbion of Avenficld properties in Lotulon( Assets beyond known Sources of 

income) 


Investigation against Mian Mulirunmad Nawaz Sharif for misusing bis authority m 
sackmg thousands of employees and appointing his own favorites at top positions in 

different departments 

Investigation against M ianMuhammad Nawaz Sharif regarding misuse of authority 

appointments in FIA. 

Investigation Against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif and other regarding 
sale, purchase of damaged urea fertilizer tuid causing loss of Rs. 158 million 


Investigation against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Shari! and other regarding leakagt 
o! >tv i cc v about freezing of foreign currency aeeountaand transmitting $500million 

abroad. 


Inv estimation against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif and other regarding setting up 

two v.is’.tr Mills m Kenya 


In v <■ >ti ; ation against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif for misusing his authority in 
provision of amenities to Raiwand Estate through different 

departments. $ 
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m 




Inveatigation against Minn Muhammad Nawaz Shard, Saif ur Rrhm ut i 

I >hi wtal other regarding Import of BMW car*. . — 

lawitipHoo Against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif *nd Abdul SMaz Lai 
innniKc of authority in import of damaged fertilize* from 1 hina cauaing !«►. . 

52 million to National lixoboquer. 


• miiiii'ii «w iiiimi'im'i * ^ — ■ 

lnvcstiKul»m ugaiiut Mian Midiiimitwd Nnwuy. Sbnril rry.iirdiiiK mi.ni -< 

in award of 13 ..-a. land In M/. KliOCO owned by Mr8air.ii Rah man al Mum*. 

— *- ... 1 ■ / a Muion 


U. 


V. 


I:.,. I,. .• H.I'.I Mi.iii Mitlimnmad W^W n/ ,| "" 1 * 

regarding the purchase of Bird l^odgc Murrec. _ 

Invocation against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif lor miming bis authority in 

gt anting illegal promotion to Muhammad Sharif from AD to DPI- 1 A. 

Investigation against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Shartl and Azam Khan Hoti lor 
misappropriation in AfTorcatation along Motorway M-2 8 

luvr .ii>’ >i ii mi M- limit Mnin Muhanunad Nawaz Shurif and others rcgurduig illegal 

appointments in PIA. , 

i 1 1 \ t Mu .iimn Mian Muhammad : • 1,ui &*** ul N,ull ‘ 

Chairman WAPDA for misuse of authority in granting illegal benefit to M/s K£l 
Imrstn-.m.-n a; aiu.st Mian Muhammad Nawaz Shanf reguidiog illegal allotment ot 

plots in LDA. 

Invr.iigation »*»,..« Mi.iii Muli.iim.md Nwh Shanf and ..the. .egard.ng miauae of 
gulhority in grant of contract for import of wheat to hi* own C ompany. 

Investigation Against Mian Muhmmad Nawaz Sharif and other regarding nsseta 
hrvon.l known sources of income (bemuni investment* in Hudabiyn Engineering 

company) 

Investigation Again n Muhammad Naw;> Shanf and others regardmg 

acquisition of land Ihrougli coercion, in /around Raiwnnd (Assets beyond known 
Sources of income) 



Investigation Against Mian Muhanuuud Nawaz Sharif and othei* in the matter* 
Sharif Tmst. 


Investigation Against Mian 


Nawaz Shanf For misusing hi* 
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construction of Rj&ad to Raiwand Estate. 

z. 

Investigation Against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Shonf regarding Construi 

Flat and Mansions and buildings 

aa. 

Investigation against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Shanf regarding Iliegal Allotmc 

Plots in LDA 

bb. 

Inquiries against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif for illegal allotments of plots i 
LDA(10x inquiries merged into l inquiry) 


List of cases provided Bv F1A 


Scr. 

No. 

Title of the case 

a. 

FIR No. 12/1994 case against Huddabiya Engineering Pvt. Ltd. 

b. 

FIR No. 13/1994 Against Huddabiya Paper Mills Pvt. Limited. 



Chanter 1 


• » r_ . m vj am FlA sod SECT have 

I. Categories of th« C ases All the 32 Cases received from NAB, “ 

boon thoroughly examined by the JIT. The cases have been broadly divided b' U1< * 

followuig three Categorien. 

a. Ongoing Cases 

b. C’hallans / References Quashed by Courts 

c Investigations / Inquiries closed by the concerned Departments 
I lie summary of all these received coses, as per above three categories is as follow. 


2. Omnium cases since 1999 2000 fNAB) 

a. As per information provided by NAB vide letter dated 21 June 2017, lx inquiry and 
8x investigations are under process since 1999- 2000 and even after lapse of about IS 
years, no worthwhile progress has been made ull date. 


l». These under process cases include the two most important cases pertaining to the 
domestic assets of Raiwond estate and otYshore assets of Avcnfield properties fthe 
primary matter of the constitution petition Nos. 29, JO of 2016 noil 03 of 2017, 
Panama Papers ease) but despite being authorized almost two decades earlier, they 
iniMinrd pended on one pretext or the other and no senous effort is on record to 
liimli.'o these outstanding eases on merit following table shows list of Ongoing 
i. ..ml n.i .■Mie.ttnius with NAB 


Set 

ntlo of the case 

No. 


A. 

Investigation against 


Minn Muhammad 


Nawaz Sharif regarding 


Date of Allegations 
A ui hoi Uation 

OS 1 1 .1999 Allegedly Mian 

Muhammad Nawaz 


Sharif misused his 


l‘i esenl Statu* 


Investigation 

under process 
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i. 


b. 


c. 


misuse of authority in 
illegal appointments in 
FIA. 


Investigation against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Shanf regarding 
illegal allotment of plots 
in LDA. 


Investigation Against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif and other 
regarding assets beyond 
known sources of 
income (benami 

investments in 

Hudabiya Engg. 

Company) 


10.2.2000 


28.02.2000 


autliority in 

appointment of 42 
employees on 
difTcrcnt posts in 
FIA. These 

appointments were 
made on contract 
basis in violation of 
service rules and 
procedure. 


Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif 
misused his 

authority in 

allotment of plots 
to different 

beneficiaries in 
violation and rules 
of allotments. 


Audited Financial 
Statements of 
Hudabiya Engg. 
Company of year 
1995-96 show 
share equity of Rs. 
69 million by 
Sheikh Zakauddin. 
He has disowned 
this investment. 
Henco Rs. 69 
million are 


Investigation still 
under process. 


Investigation still 
under process. 



* 7*ii 
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V. 


Investigation Against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif and 
others regarding 

acquisition of land 
through coercion in / 
around Raiwand (Assets 
beyond known Sources 
of income) 


unaccounted for. 


29-02-2000 


c. 1 Investigation against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif and 
others regarding 

acquisition of Avcnficld 
properties in London 
(Assets beyond known 
Sources of income) 


31.03.2000 


Investigation Against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif and 
others in the matters of 
Sharif Trust. 


31.03.2000 


vlian Nawaz Sharif 
and his family have 
been alleged to 
have purchased/ 
acquired land in 
different mouzas in 
Raiwand which is 
dis-proportionate to 
their known 

sources of income 


Investigation still 
under process. 


Mian Nawaz Shanf 

and his family have 
allegedly purchased 
4 x properties 
(16.16A.17 and 
17 A) on park lane 
which are thus dis- 
proportionate to 
their known 

sources of income. 


Allegedly Sharif 

family has received 
corcrs of rupees 
through under hand 
methods in Sharif 
Trust. Accounts of 
the trust have not 
been subjected to 
audit and amounts 
have been 


Investigation still 

under process. 


Investigation still 

under process. 




159 


misappropriated. 
Sharif Family has 
acquired assets 
which are held in 
the name of trust as 
benami properties. 


Investigation Against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif for 
misusing his authority 
in construction of Road 
to Raiwand Estate. 


17.04.2000 


Allegedly Mian 
Muhammad Nawaz 
Sharif misused his 
authority in 

directing the funds 
of Zila Council in 
construction of 
road leading to 
Raiwand estate, 
whereas, this 
project was not 
included in the 
plan. 


Investigation still 
under process. 


Investigation against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif regarding 
illegal allotment of 
Plots in LDA 


10.06.2000 


Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif 
misused his 

authority in 

allotment of plots 
to different 

beneficiaries in 
violation of rales of 
allotment. 


Investigation still 
under process. 


Inquiry against Mian 
Muhammad Nawaz 
Sharif regarding illegal 


10.02.2000 


Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif 

misused his 


Inquiry still 
process. 
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allotment of plots in 
LDA (10 x inquiries 
merged into 1 inquiry) 


authority in 

allotment of plots 
to different 

beneficiaries in 
violation of rules of 
allotment. 


to 


c. References Quashed or Respondents Acquitted by the Lahore Hig h Court . The 
Sharif family went into appeal in Lahore High Court in 6 cases from time to time. Out 
of these 6 cases, 4 were references filed by NAB and 2 were challans filed by FIA. 
The summary of these cases are as under - 

(1). Quashed / Acquitted Cases of NAB 


(a) NAB had filed 4 references before the Accountability Courts, trial of only 
one reference Lc. Reference No. 2/2000, was held whereby the Accused 
Nawaz Sharif was convicted and sentenced to R.I. for 14 years along with 
imposition of fine to the tune of Rs. 20 Million and disqualified to hold 
public office for 21 years. (Later Acquitted by Lahore High Court in writ 
petition no. 2E of 2009) 

(b) The rest of the three references never went under proper trial and 
appreciation of evidence filed therein, by the Accountability Courts, 
reason being that Mr. Nawaz Sharif and family was sent to exile in Saudi 
Arabia and these references were adjourned sine die. However, in 2011, 
3x separate writ petitions were filed in Lahore High Court, praying for 
quashment of the references. 

(c) The petitions were heard separately by two Member bench of Lahore High 
Court Comprising of Justice Kh. Imtiaz Ahmed and Justice 





161 


Farrukh Irfan Khan. The Common feature of the Judgements of all these 
3x petitions by Two-member bench was the split decisions and final 
decision by Referee judge. In references Ho. 5/2000 and 7/2000, the 
Justice Kh. Irotiaz Ahmed opined that the references stand quashed 
however NAB can re-investigate the matter. This was differed by Justice 
Muhammad Farrukh Irfan Khan who was of the view that NAB cannot be 
allowed to re-investigate the matter. The point was referred to referee 
judge Justice Sardar Shamim Khan who agreed with the view of Justice 
Muhammad Farrukh Irfan Khan and the reference was quashed and NAB 
was not allowed to re-investigate the matters. 

(d) Matter related to reference No. 1 1/2001, was also referred to same learned 
two-member bench vide a separate writ petition by the accused where 
again a split decision was reached by the learned bench. Justice Kh. Imtiaz 
Ahmed of the view that petition filed by the Accused should be dismissed 
and accused be directed to approach Accountability Court to make their 
pleas, whereas Justice Farrukh Irfan Khan was of the view that reference 
be quashed. The matter was again referred to referee judge Justice Sardar 
Muhammad Sh amim Khan who agreed with the view token by Justice 
Farrukh Irfan Khan and the reference was quashed by Honorable Lahore 
High Court. 

(e) NAB never filed appeal against these decisions in Honorable Supreme 
Court despite having strong grounds. 

(f) Following Table Shows List of four NAB references, which were filed in 
the Accountability Courts and subsequently acquitted / quashed by 
Honorable Lahore High Court. 






P*r 


162 


Scr. | Kef no. 
No. 


2/ 

2000 

(Heltcop 


Decision 

Pctido 

Prayer 

Decision by 

Decision 

Appeal 

by Trial 

n No. 


the Lahore 

by the 

Tiled by 

Court 

LHC 


High Court 

referee 

NAB in 




bench along 

judge 

Supreme 




with date 

with date. 

Court 

Nawaz 

2E/ 

Appeal 

1 Conviction set 

N.A 

Not filed 

Sharif 

2009 

against 

aside and 




Sentence 


ter Case) | d to R.I 
for 14 
Years 
and fine 
Rs. 20 
million 


conviction | accused 

acquitted of all 
charges. 
(26.06.2009) 


5/ I No trial 
2000 I was 
(Hudabi I conductc 
ya Paper j d 
Mills 
Case) 


2617/ 

11 


Writ I Reference 

petition quashed but 
for l Split decision 

quashment I by bench on 
of I the issue of re- 

Rcfcrcnce | investigation 
by NAB. 

(April 2013) 


Reference 

Quashed 
and NAB 
is barred 
from re- 
investigati 
on of the 
matter 
(11.3.2014 
) 


Not filed 


7/ i No tria 

2000 I was 
(Raiwan I conductc 
d Estate ] d 
Case) 


2619/ 

11 


Writ I Reference 

petition i quashed but 
for Split decision 

quashment by bench on 
of I the issue of re- 

Rcfcrcnce I investigation 


Reference 

Quashed 
and NAB 
is barred 
from re- 
investigati 


Not filed 
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.y 

* « * •• 

by NAB. 

on of the 

matter 

(1 1.3.2014 

) 


d. 

11/ 

2001 

(Loan 

default 

case) 

No trial 

was 

conducte 

d 

2018/ 

11 

Writ 

petition 

for 

• 

quashment 

of 

• 

Reference 

• *», 

• 

- t 

]H 

Split decision 

of bench on 

dismissal of 

Writ petition or 

quashment of 

reference 

Reference 

Quashed 

(6.2.2015) 

Not filed. 

(As per 

NBP 

corrcspon 

dencc 

outstaodi 

ng loans 

were 

settled / 

adjusted 

in 2013- 

14) 


( 2 ). 


Quashed eases of F1A . Following table shows list of chollans / FERs filed 
by FIA but later on quashed by Lahore High Court 


\ r 

* < * 


Sr. 

No. 

Title of the 

case 

Date of 

Authorization 

Allegations 

• 

ft 

Present Status 

a. 

FIR No. 

12/1994 

Case against 

Hudabiya 

Engineering 

Pvt. Ltd.(Loan 

Amount 

involved Rs. 

10.11.1994 

Obtaining of wrongful 

gain by Mian 

Muhammad Nawaz 

Sharif and others by 

obtaining loan for 

Hudabiyu Engineering 

Pvt. Ltd. through 

opening fake and 

After investigation of 

the matter challan u/s 

173 Cr. PC was filed By 

FIA before Special 

Judge Central. During 

the pendency of Trial 

two writ petitions 

(12172/97 and 12173/97- 
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60 million) 


ictilious accounts in 

different banks and 
depositing black money 

t 

in these accounts 
through foreign 

remittances.(FlR u/s 
419.420,468.471, and 
09 PPC r/w Sec 
5(2)47 PCA and article 

of holders of 

• * 

representative office) 


were filed by the 
accused for quashment 
of Challan. Petitions 
were accepted by 
Lahore High Court and 
Challan was quashed 
vide order dated 
12.06.1997. No appeal 
was Filed by FIA 
against the decision of 
Lahore High Court. 




FIR 

13/1994 
Against 
Huddabiya 
Paper Mills 
Pvt Limited. 
(Loan Amount 
involved Rs. 
40 million) 


No. 02.11.1994 


Obtaining of wrongful 

jain by Mian 
Muhammad Nawaz 
Sharif by obtaining 
loan for Hudabiya 
paper Mills Pvt Ltd. 
through opening fake 
and fictitious accounts 
in different banks and 
depositing black money 
in these accounts 
through foreign 

remittances. (FIR u/s 
419.420.468,471. and 
109 PPC r/w Sec 
5(2)47 PCA and article 
3 ' of holders of 
representative office) 


After investigation of 

the matter, challan u/s 

173 Cr.PC was filed By 

FIA before Special 

Judge Central. During 

the pendency of Trial 

two writ petitions 

(12172/97 and 12173/97 

were filed by the 

accused for quashment 

of Challan. Petitions 

were accepted by 

Lahore High Court and 

Challan was quashed 

vide order dated 

12.06.1997. No appeal 

was filed by FIA 

against the decision of 

Lahore High Court L_ 

— — 
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(3). Other Cases Finalized/Closctl h v Agencies 

(a) ruses nosed bv NAB . * Following Tabic shows list of cases inquired 
and investigated by and' subsequently closed by NAB on the basis on non- 
incriminating evidence. 


Scr.T 

No. 

Title of the case 

Date of 1 

Authorizali 
•• L 
on 

Allegations P 

a. 

Investigation against 

Mian Muhammad 

Nawaz Sharif for 

08.11.1999 

Allegedly Mian 1 

Muhammad c 

Nawaz Sharif l 


misusing his authority 


Misused his c 


in sacking thousands 
of employees and 

•1 

authority and 

sacked thousands t 


appointing his own 


of employees « 


favorites in top 

• | 

appointed in the 1 


positions of different 

• • I 

tenure of Pakistan i 


departments. 

*• 

» 

♦ 

• 

Ik 

* 

People's Party. < 

He further 

appointed his 

| favorites on top 

1 position of 

different 

corporations and 
l bonks. 


1 Investigation Against 

1 Mian Muhammad 

08.11.1999 

j Allegedly Mian 

Muhammad 


Nawaz Sharif and 


Nawaz Sharif and 


1 other regarding sale / 

4 

4 

Abdul Sattar 


1 purchase of damaged 

i 

Lalika were 


Reasons for Closure 


was 


of 


departments. The 

investigation was 

closed on 02.01.2004 


Investigation was 

closed on the grounds 
that proper procedure 
was adopted for 
disposal of 
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Kenya. 


Investigation against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif for 
misusing his authority 
in provision of 
amenities to Raiwand 
Estate through 

different government 
departments. 


Investigation against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif, Saif-ur 
Rchroan, Ishaq Dar 
and other regarding 
import of BMW cars. 


16.11.1999 


16.11.1999 


as Prime Minister 
on different 

departments for 
provision of 
amenities to 
Raiwand estate. 


Allegedly M/s 

REDCO owned 
by Mr. Saif-ur 
Rehman is 

involved in 

import of 62 


Family were 

recommendation 

to 

supplying 

close the case, as these 

machinery for 

mills were neither 

setting up two 

established 

nor 

Sugnr Mills in 

management 

of 

Kenya and funds 

existing mills 

were 

for this purpose 

taken over. The 

case 

were being 

was closed 

on 

supplied by 

12.06.2002 


Government of 



Pakistan on 



Supplier credit 



basis which 



would have been 



ultimately 



misappropriated. 



Mian Muhammad 

Investigation closed 

Nawaz Sharif 

by NAB 

on 

used his influence 

07.12.2000, as 

no 


incriminating evidence 
involving corrupt 
practices came on 
record. 


The IO recommended 

the case for closure as 
tax evasion does not 
fall under the ambit of 
NAB. The case was 
closed by NAB 



TTM 
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g- 


BMW cars from 

South Africa and 
Custom duty was 
evaded on the 
import of these 
cars. 


Investigation Against | 25 . 1 1 . 1 999 

Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif and 
Abdul Sattar Lalika 
for misuse of I 
authority in import of | 
damaged fertilizer 
from China causing 
loss of Rs. 52 million 
to National 

Exchequer. 


Allegedly the 
accused persons 
were involved in 
import of 20,000 
tons of damaged 
TSP fertilizer 
which caused loss 
to National 

Exchequer. 


Investigation against | 13.12.1999 

Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif 

regarding misuse of 
authority in award of 
15 acres land to M/s 
REDCO owned by 
Mr. Saif-ur Rchman at 
Murrcc. 


Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif 

Being Chief 

Minister Punjab 


misused 

authority 


his 

and 


allotted a prime 
land in Murrcc to 
M/s REDCO in 
violation of 
procedures and on 
very low rates 
which caused loss 
to exchequer. 


05.04.2003 


Investigation was 

conducted and it was 
found that only 8,000 
tons of fertilizer was 
found damaged and 
necessary actions were 
taken to make the loss 
good. The 

investigation was 
closed on 17.11.2000 

The investigation was 

closed on 12.02.2002 
as the case was not 
found fit for 

prosecution because 
the lease was 

cancelled and the 
custody was restored 
bock to the department 
hence no loss 

occurred. 
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Investigation against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif and 
Kalsoom Nawaz 
regarding the purchase 
of Bird Lodge Murree. 


Investigation against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif for 
misusing his authority 
in granting illegal 
promotion to 

Muhammad Sharif 
from AD to DD FIA. 


22.12.1999 


23.12.1999 


Investigation against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif and 
Azam Khan Hoti for 
misappropriation in 
Afforestation along 


31.12.1999 


Allegedly bird 
lodge was 

purchased by 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif and 
these assets arc 
disproportionate 
to the known 
source of income. 


Allegedly the 

Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif 
misused his 
authority and 

Muhammad 
Sharif AD FIA 
was promoted to 
the post of 
Deputy Director 
in violation of 
Service rules. 


Allegedly the 
accused were 
involved in 

extending Illegal 
favor in grant of 
contracts for 


The IO recommended 
the case for closure on 
the ground that the 
property was declared 
by Kalsoom Nawaz in 
her wealth tax returns 
and part of it was 
inherited by her from 
her father and part of 
it was purchased by 
her. The investigation 
was closed on I 
11.11.2000 


Since both the accused 
persons were 

convicted in other 
cases and one of the 
accused i.e. Mian 
Nawaz Sharif was 
exiled hence the case 
was recommended for 
closure by IO. The 
case was closed on 
27.10.2001. 


Due to non* 
availability of 

incriminating evidence 
the IO recommended 
the case for closure on 
14.09.2000 H 
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k 



tlic M-2 Motorway. 

\ 

• 

• 

♦ • 

Afforestation 

along M-2. The 

trees were not 

planted by the 

contractors and 

the funds were 

misappropriated. 

the matter remained 

pended with NAB till 

completion of the 

contract as per terms 

and conditions. After 

ensuring the fulfilling 

of contractual 

obligations, the case 
was closed in year ! 

2012. 

1 . 

Investigation Against 

04.02.2000 

Misuse of 

Matter 

was 


Mian Muhammad 


Authority by 

investigated by NAB 


Nawaz Sharif and 


Mian Muhammad 

and the case 

was 


others regarding 


Nawaz Sharif by 

closed on 19.01.201S 


illegal appointments 


appointing his 

due to non-availability 


inPIA. 


favorite persons 

incriminating evidence 




in PIA on 

and record. 





different posts. 



m. 

Investigation Against 

04.02.2000 

Allegedly 

The matter 

was 


Mian Muhammad 


WAPDA had 

referred by NAB to 


Nawaz Sharif and 


declared the 

FIA for investigation. 


Shams ul Mulk 


Reliability Run 

FIA completed 

the 


Chairman WAPDA 


Test taken by M/s 

investigation 

and 


for misuse o:: 


Kohinoor Energy 

submitted its report 


authority in granting 


Limited (A power 

with 

the 


illegal benefit to M/s 

* 

production 

recommendation 

to 


KEL 

.* 

l 

company owned 

close the case as the 




by Saigol Group) 

competent committee 




on 20.06.1997 as 

decided the matter in 




unsatisfactory. 

favor of the company. 




Mian Muhammad 

The case was c 

22 ^ 


't.- 


C 



; i7i 


n. | Investigation against 
Mian Muhammad 

Nawaz Sharif and 
other regarding 

misuse of authority in 
grant of contract for 
import of wheat to his 
own Company. 


17.02.2000 


Nawaz Sharif 
directed WAPDA 
to accept the test 
results which 
resulted into 
payment of Rs. 45 
crores to the 
company, 
ultimately 
causing loss to 
the exchequer. 


Allegedly Mian 
Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif was 
involved in 
creating artificial 
Shortage of wheat 
in Pakistan and 
imported 4 

million tons of 
wheat from USA. 
The contract for 
the shipping of 
the said wheat 
was awarded to a 
company without 
any tender 


on 05.05.2003 


Investigation was 
recommended for 

closure by IO as 
nothing substantial 
evidence could be 
found against the 
accused. the 

investigation was 
closed on 27. 1 0.200 1 . 


Investigation Against 
Mian Muhammad 

Nawaz Sharif 

regarding 


Flats and 

Mansions 
constructed in 
Raiwand estate 


Investigation was 
Clubbed with other 
investigation(Sr. ll)on 


the same issue 
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Construction of Flats, 


arc 

Mansions and 


disproportionate 

buildings 


to the known 



sources of 



income. 


reference was filed 


(4). Cases Closed By SECP . Following table Shows the list of eases closed by 
SECP: - 


Sr. 

No 

• 

Title of the 

ease 

Date of 

Authorizatio 

n 

Allegations 

Present Status 

a. 

Investigation 

12.10.1994 

Investigation 

Investigation was initiated into the 


Against 


was 

affairs of Ramzan Sugar Mills by 


Ramzan 


conducted 

SECP on the directions of 

r • 

Sugar Mills 


against 

Honorable Lahore High Court on 


Limited. 


Sharif family 

the petition of Mian Miraj ud din 




on multiple 

and others. Investigation was 




allegations 

conducted by M/s Anjum Asim 




mainly on 

Shahid and Company and report 




breach of 

was submitted to SECP on 




trust by Mian 

25.03.1995. later, the matter was 




Sharif, Funds 

settled between Ramzan Sugar 




of the 

Mills aud Appellants and settlement 




company 

was allowed by Lahore High court 




were being 

vide its order dated 06.04.2014. 




used on un- 

Therefore the case was closed. 




authorized 





objectives. 





assets of the 

/sk: 






'5 
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company 

being 

transferred to 

another sugar 

mills and 

company 

suffering 

continuous 

losses. 


b. 

Investigation 

Against 

Chaudhry 

Sugar Mills 

04.10.2012 

Investigation 

against 

Chaudhry 

Sugar Mills 

was 

conducted by 

SECP on the 

allegations of 

Suspicions of 

Money 

laundering 

and 

discrepancies 

in their 

annual 

audited 

accounts. 

Investigation u/s 263 of Companies 

Ordinance was initiated by SECP 

against Chaudhry Sugar Mills. The 
company did not provide the 
complete record to investigation 
team despite serious observations, 

communicated through repeated 

requests. Though observations were 
not adequately addressed and were 

in field but in June 2016, the 

investigation was abruptly closed in 

back dates on 14.1.2013. 
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Chaplet 3 


Analysts and Recommendations of JIT 

1. Voluminous record of each of the cases falling in above referred three categories as 
highlighted in Chapter 2 was thoroughly examined by JIT in pursuance to the orders of the 
Honorable Supreme Court and recommendations have been formulated for taking appropriate 
action under the directions of Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan in cases; 

a* Where JIT founds that the NAB inquiries / investigations have been considerably 
delayed and arc still under process even after a passage of about 17-18 years. 

b. Where no inquiry / investigation has been initiated by NAB despite the 
availability of relevant record. 

c. The references / Challans which have been quashed / respondents acquitted by 
Honorable Lahore High Court but despite strong grounds, no appeal was 
preferred. 

d. The cases which have been closed without any proper justification; 

2. Recommendations on NAB Cases . Following Tabic shows status and recommendations 
of JTT with respect to the ongoing 8 investigations and 1 inquiry of NAB as well as 3 x quashed / 
acquitted references: - 


Scr. 

No. 


Case Title 


Allegations 


Current Status 


Investigation under 
process since last 
17-18 years with 


JIT's 

recommendations 


Investigation Against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif 


Purchase of 

Avenfield 
properties no. 


The entire Panama 
Case primarily revolves 
around the al 



■■ 



Regarding 

Acquisition/Purchase 
of London 

Properties. (Assets 
Beyond known 

Sources of income 
Case) 


16, 16 A, 17 and 

17A London 
(Assets Beyond 
known sources 
of income) 


no tangible 

progress. 


on the basis of which 
tilts investigation was 
authorized. 

Had this case be 
conducted in a 
professional maimer, 
the Panama issue had 
been addressed many 
years ago. But the case 
has been abnormally 
delayed by the 
successive NAB 

authorities since its 
authorization. 

Though the 

Investigation of this 
matter was authorized 
on 27.12.1999 but 
despite the lapse of 
about 18 years, the case 
remained pended for 
most of the time on one 
pretext or other and not 
a single evidence 
related to Avenfield 
properties and sources 
of hinds has even been 
collected by NAB. 
However, Sufficient 
evidence and material 
has now come on 
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Investigation Against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif and 
others regarding 
acquisition of land 
I through coercion in / 
around Raiwand 
(Assets beyond 
known Sources of 
income) 


record during the 
proceedings of the 
Honorable Supreme 
Court and JIT, which 
has a direct nexus with 
the NAB 1 

investigations. 

It is thus recommended 
that NAB be directed to 
complete the 

investigation without 
any further delay. (JIT 
Analysis along with 
relevant documents 
enclosed at 

Annexure-A) 


Mian Nawaz 

Sharif and his 
family have been 
alleged to have 
purchased/ 
acquired land in 
different mouzas 
in Raiwand 

which is dis- 
proportionate to 
their known 
sources of 

income 


Investigation is 

under process 
since 29-02-2000 


This investigation is 

under process with 
NAB since 29-2-2000 
on the allegations of 
acquisition of land by 
Sharif Family through 
coercion in/around 
Raiwand which is 
disproportionate to 
their known sources of 
income. 

No worthwhile 

progress has been made 
and despite the lapse of 
about 17 to 18 years. 


v 
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the ease remained 
pended for most of the 
time on one pretext or 
k>ther. 

t is recommended that 
this investigation may 
be finalized without 
any further delay of 
time. Further if the 
lonorable Supreme 
Court allows to reopen 
the reference 
investigation against 
Ratwand Estate then 
this case be clubbed 
with the said reference 
on its reopening. (JIT 
Analysis along with 
relevant documents 
enclosed at Annexure- 


c. | Investigation Against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif for 
misusing his 

authority in 

construction of Road 
to Raiwand Estate. 


Allegedly Mian 

Investigation 


The NAB 

may 

Muhammad 


authorized on 

17- 

complete 

the 

Nawaz Sharif 

04-2000 but 

stil 

investigation 

OD 

misused 

his 

under process. 


priority without 

any 

authority 

in 



further delay based on 

directing 

the 



merits of the case. 


funds of 

Zila 





Council 

in 





construction of 

road leading to 
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d. 


c. 


Investigation Against 
Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Sharif and 
others in the matter 
of Sharif Trust 


Raiwand estate. 

whereas, this 
project was not 
included in tire 
plan. 


Receiving of 
crores of Rupees 
through 
underhand 
methods using 
Sharif Trust. 
Benanri Assets 
arc being held in 
the name of 
Sharif Trust by 
Sharif Family 


Investigation Against 
Mian Muhmmad 


Nawaz Sharif and 
other regarding 
assets beyond known 
sources of income 
(benami investments 
in Hudabiya Engg 


Investigation of 

the matter was 

• 

authorized on 

31.03.2000 and is 
still under process. 


Audited 
Financial 
Statements of 
Hudabiya Engg. 
Company of year 
1995-96 show 
share equity of 
Rs. 69 million by 


Investigation into 
the matter was 
authorized on 
28.02.2000 
however since then 
the case is pending 
with NAB. The 
allegations being 


lire case was delayed 
by NAB without any 
ustification and no 
serious efforts have 
been made so far for 
the collection of 
evidence, since 

authorization of case in 
March 2000. 

NAB be directed to 
take all steps necessary 
to complete the 
investigation in 

shortest possible time. 
(JIT Analysis along 
with relevant 

documents enclosed 
atAnnexat^C) 


This investigation may 
be merged with 
investigation related to 
Hudabiya papers Mills 
Reference on its re- 
opening if deemed fit 
by Honorable Supreme 
Court. (JIT 
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Company) 

Sheikh 

Zakauddin. He 

has disowned 

this investment 

Hence Rs. 69 

million are 

unaccounted for. 

investigated in this 

investigation 

seems to have been 

covered in 

reference no. 5 of 

2000 (State Vs 

Hudobiya Paper 

Mills) but this 

investigation is 

being shown as 

separate by NAB. 

along with relevant 

documents enclosed 

at Annexure-D ) 

£ 

Investigation against 

Mian Muhammad 

Nawaz Sharif 

regarding misuse of 

authority in illegal 
appointments in FIA. 

Allegedly Mian 

Muhammad 

Nawaz Sharif 

misused his 

authority in 

appointment of 

42 employees on 

different posts in 

FIA. These 

appointments 

were made on 

contract basis in 

violation of 

service rules and 

procedure. 

Investigation of 

the matter was 

authorized in year 

1999 and a 

complete report of 
the investigation 
officer along with 

annexurcs is 

available on 

record. NAB is 

keeping this case 
pending despite 
availability of IO's 

final report and 

record which 

apparently has no 

justification. 

NAB may be directed 

to finalize the case 

expeditiously on merit. 

(JIT Analysis along 

with relevant 

documents enclosed 

at Annexure-E D 

& 

lx Inquiry and 2x 

investigations 

against Mian 

Mian 

Muhammad 

Nawaz Sharif in 

Several inquiries 

and investigation 
on the allegations 

NAB may be directed 

to finalize the cases 

expeditiously. (JIT 
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Muhammad Nawaz 
Sharif for illegal 
allotments of plots in 
LDA 


the capacity of 
Chief Minister 
Punjab misused 
his authority in 
allotment of 
plots to different 
beneficiaries in 
violation and 
rules of 

allotment 


of illegal 

allotments of plots 
were authorized by 
NAB in year 2000 
and were entrusted 
to Anticorruption 
establishment 
Punjab. Some of 
them were 

finalized by ACE 
and their 

investigation 
reports are 

available on record 
and some were still 

under process 
when they were 
transferred back to 
NAB. All these 
inquiries and 
investigation are 
pending since then 
and no efforts have 
been made by 
NAB for their 
disposal on merit 
Apparently no 
justification is 
available on record 
for such an 
inordinate delay. 


Analysis along with 
relevant documents 
enclosed at 

Annexure-F) 
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NAB References Acquitted/Quashed recommended to be re-opened 

h. 

State Vs Mian 

Assets 


Reference no 2 of 

NAB may be ordered 


Muhammad Nawaz 

Disproportionate 

2000 was filed in 

to review the case and 


Sharif and Saif ur 

to known 

Accountability 

file an appeal before 


Rchman(Refercnce 

sources 

of 

Court Attock Fort 

Supreme Court for 


No. 2 of 2000.) 

income: 


and Trial was 

assailing the orders of 



Purchase 

of 

conducted. Mian 

the Honorable Ijihore 



Helicopter 

by 

Muhammad 

Court keeping in view 



Mian 


Nawaz Sharif was 

the available 



Muhammad 


convicted in the 

incriminating evidence. 



Nawaz Sharif 

case to 14 year RI 

use of fake Qatari 



which was 

not 

and fine. However, 

connection and non- 



declared in 

his 

the conviction was 

availability of financial 



income 

and 

set aside by Lahore 

resources by the 



wealth statement 

High Court vide its 

accused, to purchase 



which he could 

order dated 13-09- 

the helicopter. (JIT 



not account for 

2010 in writ 

Analysis along with 





petition No. 2-E of 

relevant docuiueuts 





2009. Appeal 

enclosed at 





Against decision 

was not filed by 

NAB. 

Annexure-G) 

L 

State Vs. Hudabiya 

Mian 


Reference no. 5 of 

A detailed report ou 


Papers Mills and 

Muhammad 


2000 was filed by 

this case with 


others (Reference 

Nawaz Sharif 

NAB in 

additional evidence in 


No. 5 of 2000) 

and 

other 

Accountability 

the form of a stand- 



directors 

of 

Court. The 

alone report lias beeu 



Hudabiya Papers 

reference was 

.submitted separately. 



Mills 

and 

adjourned sine die 

NAB may be ordered 



Associated 


since the accused 

to file an appeal before 



companies 

have 

was not available 

Supreme Court 
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received huge 

share deposits 
from unknown 
sources which 
arc 

disproportionate 
to their known 
sources of 

income. 


in the country. On 

return of the 

accused, a writ 
petition no. 2617 
of 201 1 was tiled 
by the accused in 
Honorable Lahore 
High Court. Two- 
member bench of 
Lahore high Court 
gave a split 

judgement and the 
matter was 

referred to Referee 
judge for the 

decision that 
whether the 

reference be 

quashed or matter 
be referred to NAB 
for re- 

investigation. The 
referee judge 
quashed the 

reference vide its 
order dated 

11.03.2014. NAB 
did not file appeal 
against the 

decision of High 
Court. 


assailing the orders of 

the Honorable Lahore 
Court keeping in view 
the fresh, very strong 
and comprehensive 
documentary evidence, 
money trail and 
banking record. (JIT 
Analysis along with 
relevant documents 
enclosed at Annexurc- 

!D 
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j- 

State Vs Mian 

Allegedly Mian 

Matter was 

NAB may be ordered 


Muhammad Nawaz 

Sharif, Mst. 

referred by NAB 

to review the case and 


Sharif, Mian Sharif 

Shamim Akhtcr 

to FIA for 

file an appeal before 


and Mst Shamim 

and Mian 

investigation. On 

Supreme Court for 


Akhtcr (Reference 

Muhammad 

completion of 

assailing the orders of 


No. 7 of 2000) 

Nawaz Sharif 

investigation a 

the Honorable Lahore 



Constructed 

reference no. 

Court keeping in view 



Palatial 

7/2000 was filed 

the available 



Buildings 

by NAB in 

incriminating evidence 



Mansions and 

Accountability 

and matter be referred 



houses in 

court, which was 

for re investigation as 



Raiwand Estate 

sine die adjourned 

evaluation reports of 



which were 

due to non- 

the properties by 



grossly 

availability of 

NESPAK viz a viz the 



disproportionate 

accused in the 

financial resources of 



to their known 

country. When the 

Sharif family as per 



sources of 

accused returned 

their tax record are 



income. Huge 

they filed a writ 

grossly 



sums of money 

petition no. 

disproportionate and 



were invested in 

2619/2011 in 

remained un-explained 



these buildings 

Lahore High 

by the Sharif family. 



which are un 

Court. The court 

Further ongoing cases 



accounted for. 

Quashed the 

with NAB on the same 




reference. NAB 

issue may be merged 




did not file any 

with this case if re- 




appeal against the 

investigation is 




decision of High 

allowed. (JIT Analysis 




Court. 

along with relevant 





documents enclosed 





at Annexure-D 
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e In Addition to the cases mentioned alx>vc there is another cjisc which has not been 
initiated by NAB despite availability of record with NAB. This ease pertains to a 
“Trust" established in USA. As per available documents 6x companies of Sharif 
family entered into an agreement with this "Trust" lor provision of security to 
banks in Pakistan on behalf of these companies so that companies could get loans 
against this security. This ease seems to luivc strong connection with Mudnbiya 
Paper Mills case, hence NAB may be directed that either a separate ease be 
initiated or this matter may be merged with the Hudubiya Paper Mills ease, i( 
reopened. (JIT Analysis along with relevant documents enclosed at Annexure- 

&■ 

3. Analysis and Recommendations on F1A Cases . The scrutiny of record pertaining to 
the two FIRs as highlighted below, shows that Honorobte Lahore High Court only discussed the 
jurisdiction of F1A regarding conducting investigations into the matters of foreign currency 
accounts of private individuals however, question regarding existence of the individuals in who's 
name fake accounts were opened was not adequately addressed. It has been further noted that 
these eases have also been quashed without conducting a proper trial and without giving 
evidence a chance to come on record. Since these two cases are linked with chain of events 
which are part of bigger offence which has been thoroughly elaborated by NAB in its reference 
no. 3 of 2000 the JIT recommends that these two cases may also be opened and may be linked 
with ease of Hudabiya Paper Mills (which has already been requested by JTT to be opened) so 
that a complete picture could be drawn regarding the transactions made of Sharif family in 
connection with accumulation of assets and money laundering. 


Ser. 

No. 

Title of the case 

Allegations 

Current Status 

Recommendations 

of JIT 

a. 

FIR No. 12/1994 

case against 

Hudabiya 

Obtaining of 

wrongful gain by 

Mian Muhammad 

After investigation 

of the matter challan 

u/s 173 Cr.PC was 

The case may be 

re-opened and 

merged with case 
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Engineering Pvt. 

Lid. 

Nawaz Sharif 

through obtaining 

loan for Hudabiya 

Engineering Pvt. 

Ltd. by opening 

fake and fictitious 

accounts in 

different bonks and 

depositing black 

money in these 

accounts through 

foreign 

rcuiittanccs.(FIR 

u/s 

419.420.468,471, 

and 109 PPC r/w 

Sec 5(2)47 PCA 

and article 3 of 

holders of 

representative 

office) 

filed By F1A before 

Special Judge 

Central. During the 

pendency of Trial 
two writ petitions 

(12172/97 and 

12173/97 were filed 

by the accused for 

quoshment of 

Challan. Petitions 

were accepted by 

Lahore High Court 

and Challan was 

quashed ride order 

dated 12.06.1997. 

No appeal was filed 

by FLA against the 

decision of Lahore 

High Court. 

of Hudabiya Paper 

Mills on its 

opening if deem fit 

by Honorable 

Supreme Court of 

Pakistan. (JIT 

Analysis along 

with relevant 

documents 

enclosed at 

linnexure-jT) 

b. 

FIR No. 13/1994 

Against 

Huddabiya Paper 

Mills Pvt 

Limited. 

Obtaining of 

wrongful gain by 

Mian Muhammad 

Nawaz Sharif by 

obtaining loan for 

Huddabiya paper 

Mills pvt. Ltd. 

llirough opening 

fake and fictitious 

accounts in 

After investigation 

of the matter challan 

u/s 173 Cr.PC was 

filed By FIA before 

Special Judge 

Central. During the 

pendency of Trial 
two writ petitions 

(12172/97 and 

12173/97 were filed 

The case may be 

re-opened and 

merged with case 

of Hudabiya Paper 

Mills on its 

opening if deem fit 

by Honorable 

Supreme Court of 

Pakistan. (JIT 

Analysis along 
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different banks and 

by the accused for 

with rcli 

depositing black 

quashment of 

documents 

money in these 

Challan. Petitions 

enclosed 

accounts through 

were accepted by 

Annexure-L) 

foreign 

Lahore High Court 


remittances.(FIR 

and Challan was 


u/s 

quashed vide order 


419,420,468,471, 

dated 12.06.1997. 


and 109 PPG r/w 

No appeal was filed 


Sec 5(2)47 PCA 

by FLA against the 


and article 3 of 

decision of Lahore 


holders of 

representative 

office) 

High Court. 



nt 


r 
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4. Analysis and Recommendations on SECP Cascs_ Scrutiny of the record 

received from SECP Showed that the investigation related to Cbaudhry Sugar Mills was closed 
by officers of SECP in connivance with each other and with mala fide intensions and despite the 
fact that the observations raised by SECP vide their letter dated 30.11.2012 were not addressed 
by Chaudhry Sugar Mills but still the matter was covered up by officers of SECP and 
investigation was shown to have been closed in back dates i.e. 14.01.2013. JIT is of the opinion 
the matter related to Chaudhry Sugar Mill was since closed by SECP prematurely with mala fide 
intentions, hence, recommends the re-opening of the case. 


Ser. 

No. 


Title of the case 


Allegations 


Current Status 


Recommendations 

of JIT 


Investigation 

Against 

Chaudhry Sugar 
Mills 


Investigation 
against 
Cbaudhry 
Sugar Mills 
was 

conducted by 
SECP on the 
allegations of 
Suspicions of 
Money 
laundering 
and 

discrepancies 
in their annua] 
audited 
accounts. 


Investigation u/s 263 of 

Companies Ordinance was 
initiated by SECP against 
Cbaudhry Sugar Mills. The 
company did not provide 
the complete record to 
investigation team despite 
repeated requests and 
letters and observations 
raised by the investigation 
officers were not removed 
however in May / June 
2016, the investigation was 
abruptly closed in back 
dates of 2013, despite the 
fact the observations raised 
by SECP were pending. 


Though the 

observations raised 
by SECP were not 
addressed bur in 
June 2016, the 

investigation was 
abruptly closed in 
back dates on 

14.1.2013. The 
date selection for 

closure is 

apparently to 
reflect that case 

was independently 
closed as 

Respondent No. 1 
was not in power 
on this particular 












Section VII 


Hudabiya Mills Case 


Documentary Evidences, Annexures and details are covered in Volume VHI (A) of 
Investigation Report of Joint Investigation Team, Panama Case 
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Documentary Evidences, Annexures and details are covered in Volume VIII (A) of 
Investigation Report of Joint Investigation Team, Panama Case 


ANALYSIS OF JIT ON FIA FIR’S AND NAB REFERENCE 

(HUDABOT A PAPER M I L LS A N D HUPABIYA ENGINEERING) 

1 . The Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistan in its Order dated 20 April 201 7 in CMA No. 
of 20 1 1 constituted a Joint Investigation Team to carry out a thorough investigation into the 

issues raised in its detailed judgment The Honourable Court in addition to raising a number of 
specific questions directed the JIT in para 3 of its Order to: 

‘Also examine the evidence and material, if any, already available with the FIA and NAB 
relating to or having any nexus with the possession or acquisition of aforesaid flats or any other 
assets or pecuniary resources and their origin. The JIT shall submit its periodical reports every 
two weeks before a Bench of this Court constituted in this behalf The JIT shall complete the 
investigation and submit its final report before the said Bench within a period of sixty days from 
the date ol its constitution. The Bench thereupon may pass appropriate orders in exercise of its 
powers under Articles 184(3), 187(2) and 190 of the Constitution including an order for filing a 
reference against respondent 1 and any other person having nexus with the crime if justified on 
the basis of material thus brought on the record before it" 

2. Accordingly. Chairman NAB and Director General FIA were requested to provide 
certified copies oi all cases initiated against the respondents named in the Panama Case. In 
response to our request, the record of following cases was provided: 

a. Copies of the complete case files of FIR No.12/94 dated 10-11-1994 and FIR 
No. 13/94 dated 12-11-1994, PS FIA/SIU, Islamabad, by FIA. 

b. Copy of NAB's Interim Reference 5/2000 (Hudabiya Paper Mills -105 pages) and 
copy of Final Reference No. 5/2000-3065 pages). Copies of order 
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Division Bench of Lahore High Court and Referee Judge in Writ Petition No. 
2617/2011-52 pages) 

3. Moreover, while going through the above ease records, it transpired that State Bank of 
Pakistan, on receipt of a complaint forwarded by Chief Ehtesab Commissioner’s Secretariat vide 
letter dated 23rd April, 1999, bad also carried out a related enquiry. The certified copies of the 
said report and its underlying records were also obtained from State Bank of Pakistan. 


4. Final Clmllans of FI A and NAB Reference . To reflect the brief of investigation of the 
FI A FIRs No 12/94 and 13/94 and NAB Reference 5 of 2000, the copies of final challans 
submitted in the Special Court by F1A and NAB reference filed in the Accountability Court are 
attached as AmyendLx-XXIlI 


ANALYSIS BY JIT 

As directed by the Honourable Court, the JIT examined record of invesugations of FLA 
cases and NAB Reference and the underlying evidence and material, including witness 
statements. The examination was essentially carried out with a view to ascertain the nexus of the 
respondents and then close family members, if any, with any other assets or pecuniary resources 
with their origin not disclosed, or disproportionate to their known sources of income. 


6. During the course of examination of record received from different banks and 
departments the JIT has collected the following additional evidence which was not on record in 
the FLA and NAB investigations: 


a. New bank accounts including an account of Mr. Mukhtar Hussain on employee of 
Ittefaq Group/Sharif Family Companies and three bank accounts of Mr. Saeed 
Ahmed, a confidante of Mr. Ishaq Dar, also mentioned in his statement u/s 164 in 
the Hudabiya Reference, were identified. The movement of funds in these 
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accounts have close linkages with the other already identified fictitious / 
fraudulently opened accounts mentioned in the subject investigations. 

b. The JIT investigation revealed that the process of money laundering actually 
started in September 1991 as against the first identified transaction in August 
1992 by FLA and NAB investigations. These transactions showed that funds to 
the tunc of USD 2,238,333/- were deposited in the first two such accounts opened 
in the name of Saccd Ahmad and Mukhtar Hussain. Subsequently, the total funds 
from these account were transferred to the accounts of Musa Ghani and Talat 
Masud Qazi, two person already identified in the previous investigations, through 
Dollar Bearer Certificates (DBCs) in order to hide the source of funds. A 
chronology of events is furnished at the end. 

c. Out of the total outflow outside the country, an amount of USD 3.907 million was 
sent to United Kingdom. This amount included USD 0.3S0 million to Shamrock 
Consulting Corporation, London already identified in FIA's challans. However, 
the JIT discovered an additional USD 3.557 million remitted to different 
companies and individuals in London during the period 1993 to 1995. 

d. Parallel comparison of the cases filed by FLA in 1994 and NAB’s final reference 
filed in the year 2000 revealed very strong inter linkages between the cases filed 
in different time frames, by two different investigating institutions. In fact 
substantive portion of the aggregate funds identified in FTRs of FIA were traced to 
the bank accounts used/mentioned in the NAB reference on Hudabiya Paper 
Mills. Investigations revealed for example DBCs of USD 3.800 million, bearing 
specific numbers, were issued from one account disclosed in the FIA case; 
subsequently, the DBC’s bearing the same serial numbers were deposited in bank 
accounts of Qazi family mentioned in the NAB reference. 

e. In addition to the new evidence brought on record, a comprehensive start-to-end 


trail of funds encapsulating the evidences covered by the FIA and NAB's 
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investigations for the entire period from 1991 to 2000 depicted in a detailed flow 
chart of funds, with relevant evidences collected during the course of 
investigations, is placed from AiwendLx-l to XYK 

*4 

f. An evaluation of Mr. Ishaq Dor's statement made u/s 164 in the Hudabiya 
Reference was carried out with specific reference to the bonking/ financial 
transactions mentioned therein. This evaluation revealed that the aforementioned 
statement was substantively corroborated by documented banking records/ 
evidence and witness statements forming part of the Reference. 

g. It is also worth mentioning that soon after the Promulgation of Protection of 
Economic Reforms Act 1992 on 28-07-1992 when Respondent No. 1 was the 
then Prime Minister, majority of the fake/fictitious and fraudulent bank accounts 
were got opened. This fact was also mentioned in Mr. Ishaq Dar’s Statement 
made u/s 164. 


CONCLUSION 

7. In light of above findings, it can be safely concluded that since the inception in 1991 and 
culminating in 1998, various fictitious and fraudulent foreign currency accounts were opened 
and loans were obtained/secured with deposits therein used for the benefit of business concerns 
namely; Hudabiya Papers, Hudabiya Engineering, Chaudhry Sugar, Hamza Board Mills owned 
by the respondents and their close family members. Finally, the unwinding of intricate loan 
structure, set up by Respondent No. 10, was completed in 1998 whereby the entire r emainin g 
proceeds amounting to Rs.712 million approximately ended up in the two companies namely 
Hudabiya Paper Mills (Rs.642 million) and Hudabiya Engineering (Rs.70 million) as advance 
against share subscription. 

8. Since 1998 both companies have not issued shares against the advance. According to the 
returns, including the audited financial statements submitted by these companies with the 
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person against the companies demanding issuance of share certificates against the advance or 
return thereof. This indicates that the persons on record of the company i.e. Saddiqa Sayed 
Mahfoodh Hashim Khadem and members of the Q&zi family transferring such huge funds in the 
accounts of the company (as advance against share subscription) were not the actual depositors 
of these funds. The actual persons making these deposits, apparently, intended to hide their true 
identities. It is evident that the real beneficiaries of these funds were the equity holders in the 
HPML. It may further be noted that the nexus of Respondents No. 1, 6 and 7 is established by 
the fact that they are cited as accused white Respondent No. 10 is cited as an approver in the 
NAB final Reference No.5 of 2000. 

9. It is also pertinent to note that in audited accounts of Hudabiya Paper Mills Ltd., for the 
year ended June 30, 2000, it was observed that an amount outstanding to Rs.3 10.23 million on 
June 30, 1999, on account of liabilities against assets subject to finance lease payable to A1 
l'owfeck Company for Investment Fund, Bahrain and was settled and converted into a long term 
loan of Rs.494.960 million during the year according to the audited accounts of the company. As 
per accounts of the company filed with the SECP, the aforesaid liabilities against assets subject 
to finance lease of Al-Towfeek Company were settled for USS 8 million on January 5, 2000. The 
settlement amount of USS 8 million was converted into PKR @ Rs.53.80/US dollar prevailing 
on the dale of setdement. The loan of Rs.494.960 million was booked against the settlement of 
liability, i.e. against assets subject to finance lease, plus loading of onetime cost of 15%. The 
audited accounts do not disclose the identity of the lender who provided this loan to the company 
for adjustment of settlement amount to Al- 1 owfeck. The status of this loan remained unchanged 
till the last accounts were filed with SECP pertaining to the period ended June 30, 2005. Audited 
accounts for the years ended June 30, 2000 and 2005 are attached at Appendix-XXfV <& XXV . 
The above disclosures are at a variance from the stated positions taken by Respondents No. 6, 7 
and 8 in their CMAs. According to Respondent No. 7, he was informed by a representative of 
Al-Thani family of Qatar that USS 8 million were paid by that fami ly to Al-Towfeek Company 
in January 2000, in connection with the decree issued by the High Court of Justice-Queen's 
Bench and the out of court settlement agreement between the parties. The Respondent No. 7 
further stated that he was informed by die representative of Al-Thani family that the payment 
was made on the instructions of Mian Sharif out of the funds placed by him with them 
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10. If the above stance taken by the Respondents is correct, thus in that ease, the outstanding 
liability to Al-Towfeek Company, was in fact taken over by Mian Sharif and under the norms of 
accounting disclosures, should have been reflected in the accounts of Hudabiya Paper Mills Ltd, 
ns a Loan from Directors, as Mian Sharif was a director of the company at the date of 
substitution, instead of a long term loan payable to an undisclosed lender. 


RECOMOVCENPATIONS 


1 1 . The JIT has brought on record substantial additional evidence which substantiates and 
corroborates the FLA and NAB investigations and also establishes the Linkages between the two 
investigations. It is recommended that all the three cases are fit to be reopened for investigation 
and trial on the basis of new additional evidence procured and brought on record by the JIT.. In 
view of the foregoing, the Honourable Bench may pass appropriate orders including filin g of 
reference against the accused already identified in the refererace, if deemed fit 

12. In view of the significance of the key role played by Mr. Saeed Ahmad in light of 
evidences and witness statements already on record and additional evidence collected by JIT in 
the Hudabiya Paper Mills reference, his name also be added to the list of persons accused in the 
case. 

13. Similarly, based on the significance of his role in the FLA FIRs and in light of new 
evidences collected by JIT the name of Mr. Javcd Kayani may also be included in the list of 
persons already accused in the case. 
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CHRONOLOGYOF EVENTS 


| Javed Kiyani, an account holder of Habib Bank AG Zucrich (HBAZ), Lahore having 
close relationship with the branch officials, assisted in opening of fictitious Foreign Currency 
Accounts (FCAs), remitting funds into these accounts and to further utilize Foreign Currency 
available in these accounts os collateral for loans to some of the Group companies of Sharif 
familv. 

w A 

2. Mr. Ishaq Dar (ID) submitted an affidavit under an Oath for the money laundering carried 
out by him through "Bcnami Accts" for the “Sharif Family”. He completed his accountancy from 
Institute of Chartered Accountants in Wales, London UK. During his education he stayed with 
Masood Ahmed Qazi and his family and became friends. Mr Ishaq Dar who had been a class 
mate of Nawaz Sharif in Govt College Lahore, came back to Pakistan and worked his way 
through different jobs and businesses. He, after working with various companies, started his own 
Modaraba Company in year 1991 with the name of First Hajveri Modaraba Company with a 
capital of Rs.150 Million. In his confessional statement he admitted that he had been handling 
the money matters of the Sharif family and also alleged that Mian Nawaz Sharif and Mian 
Shahbaz Sharif were involved in money laundering worth at least USD1 4.886 Mn. (Ishaq Dar 
Affidavit attached at Appendix I) . 

3. Naccm Mehmood, the then director of Hajveri Modarba, opened various “Benamidar” 
accounts in different banks on the directions of Ishaq Dar. 

4. Javed Kiyani opened fictitious FCAs in the names of Sulman Zia, Muhammad Ra mzan 

and Asghar Ali (account opening forms at A intend Lx //) at HBAZ on 26 Aug 92, while 

• SB 

maintaining old accounts of Attia Kiyani (wife), Begum Marium Kiyani (mother) and his own 
(Javed Kiyani) in same bank. Complete documentation for opening of accounts was done by 
Javed Kiyani hims elf as verified through the report of handwriting expert (report attached at 
Aopendix-llf) and statements of bank staff responsible for accounts opening and subsequent 
transactions in the FCAs. 

v* 
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5. During 1992. Javed Kiyani started transferring money from different accounts abroad 
into Benami FCAs opened at HBAZ in the form of Foreign Telegraphic Transfer (FTTs), Dollar 
Bearer Certificates (DBQ & Traveller Cheques (TCs). Multiple interbank transfers of large 
amount were carried out in order to create a cloud cover to hide the money traiL 

6. Evidence of transactions worth USD. 2,343,028/- in Sulman Zia account carried out 
during the period 1992-94 is attached at ApncndLx-IV . 

7. Evidence of transactions worth USD 1,562,477/- in Muhammad Ramzan account carried 
out during the period 1992-93 is attached at Aooendix-V . 

8. Evidence of transactions worth USD 1,968,607/- in Asghar Ali account carried out during 
the period 1 992-93 is attached at Appendix- VI . 

9. Evidence of transactions worth USD 775,560/- in Javed Kiyani account carried out 
during the period 1992-94 is attached at Appendix- VII . 

10. FCY funds accumulated in these fictitious FCA’s/ DBCs of significant amount were 
issued. The issued DBCs were deposited in some of the fictitious FCAs of Qazi family. The FCY 
received in these accounts further utilized as collateral for loans to some of the Ittefaq Group 
companies. In addition, funds from these accounts were also remitted outside Pakistan through a 

draft in the name of Sara Sheikh (reportedly daughter of Sheikh Saeed), FTT in the name of 

• 

Khedivial Mail Line Agency UK, FTTs to Shamrock Consulting. London and draft in the name 
of Star Trading & Merine Inc. Washington. 

11. Ishaq Dar opened Benamidar FCAs in the names of Sikindra Masood Qazi & Talat 
Masood Qazi in Bo A, Lhr (UK National) on direct instructions of Mian Muhammad Nawaz 
Sharif. During the same period, two Benamidar FCAs were opened by Naeem Mahmood in the 
names of Kashif Masood Qazi and Nuzat Gohar Qazi in same bank; details attached at 
Appendix- VI ID . These FCAs in the name of Qazi family were opened/ operated by Ishaq Dar & 




- 
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Naccm Mehmood under the instructions of NS and were used for transfer of FCY funds of Mian 
Muhammad Nawaz Sharif abroad (for purchase of offshore companies/ properties). Two 
previously opened FCAs of Saeed Ahmad (former director and shareholder of Modabra 
Company and a close friend of Ishaq Dar) & Musa Ghani (nephew of wife of Ishaq Dar) were 
also used for same purpose. Various FCAs were opened in different banks. 

12. Evidence of transactions in Kashif Masood Qazi account done during the period 1993-94 
is attached at Appendix-! X . 

13. Evidence of transactions in Nuzhat Gohar Qazi account done during the period 1992-94 
is attached at AentndLx-X . 

14. Evidence of transactions in Sikindra Masood Qazi account done during the period 1992- 
94 is attached at A pptndix-Xl . 

1 5. Evidence of transactions in Talat Masood Qazi account done during the period 1 992-94 is 
attached at AeixndlxXU 

16. Evidence of transactions in Musa Ghani account done during the period 1992-93 is 
attached at Apixrtdix-XIIl . 

17. On 23-9-1991, an FCA of Saeed 10 d Ahmad was opened in Bank of America, Lahore 
Branch. Almost all funds accumulated in this account were through FTTs. On 4-6-1992, DBCs 
of almost aggregate funds of USD 1,074,000/- were issued. On the same date, the same amounts 
of DBCs were deposited in the newly opened account of Musa Ghani. Subsequently, various 
other accounts of Saeed Ahmad were also opened in different banks. 

18. Evidence of transactions in Saeed Ahmed accounts (Al-Baraka Islamic Bank, Emirates 
Bank, Bank of America and Al-Towfeek Bank) is attached at Aopendix-XIV . 


10 

1 These evidences were identified by JIT after detailed probing of the facts. 
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19. Similarly, on 12-5-1992, an FCA of Mukhtar Hussain (a senior employee of Ittefaq 
Group Companies) was opened in Bank of America, Lahore Branch. Funds of USD 1,162,000/ 
accumulated in this account comprised of an FTT of USD 861,102/ and a cash deposit of USD 
300,000/-. On 30-6-1992, DBCs of total accumulated amount of USD 1,162,000/- were issued. 
The same amount of DBCs on the same date was deposited in the account of Taint Masud Qazi 
in the same bonk. 

I 1 

20. Evidence of transactions in Mukhtar Hussain account done during 1992 is at 

21. Against marking lien on these Benami FCAs, credit lines (loans) worth more than Rs.300 
Million for Hudabiya Engineering Mill, Hudabiya Paper Mill, Chmidhry Sugar Mills, Hamza 
Board Mills, llajvcry Holdings and First Hajvery Modaraba were acquired from multiple local 
banks during year 1991 onward (documentary evidence is uttached at Anpendix-XVD . Further, 
during this period, loans were also allowed to some individuals related to Sharif family group 
companies and Hajvery' group companies by marking lien on deposits in these Benami FCAs. 

22. In last quarter of 1993, credit facilities/ collateral (FCAs operated by ID & Naeem 
Mchmood) in Bank of America (BoA) were transfered to Al-Faysal Investment Bank and At- 

Towfcck Investment Bank (documented evidence is at Appendix XVTT) . 

« 

23. On 10 & 12 Nov 94, the FL\ lodged FIR #12/94 against Benami FCAs of Sharif family 
and FIR #13/94 against the directors of Hudabiya Paper Mills owned by Sharif family (FIRs 
attached at Appendix XVJJT) 

24. FCY amount worth USD 350,000/- was transferred from Sulman Zia FCA to Shamrock 
Consulting Corporation London (presumably owned by NS) having account in Llyod Bank 
London in three different transactions (evidence attached at Appendix A7.Y1 . 


25. During 1993-95, cash amounting USD 62,610/- was transferred from Sulman Zia account 
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National and close friend of Ishaq Dor), amount worth USDISO.OtX)/ tramfened from Aeghur 
All account to Kbedivul Mail Line Agency. UK. amount worth US D7 50 ,000/- each trarir.lcrrcd 
from Kaihif Maxood Qazi and Mn Nuzat Golror Qari accounts to Imran R Khan (American 
Ixpreu Bank, London) and amount worth USD941.S90/- from Sikarulra <>azi. USD412.148/ 
from Mussa Ghani and S 239,290 from Steed Ahmed account was transferred to Steve 
(American Express Bank, Ixindon ) (Evidence attached at App^ndtx-_ { \\) 

26. According to Rehmon Malik report filer! by the petiuoners. Haa» Rudolf Wegmuller 
(reportedly direct contact of Mian Nawaz Shanf) registered Shamrock Consulting Corporation 
(an offihorc company) in British Virgin lalonds (BVI), having authorized capital of • 'SI) 50,000 
on 15 May 92. Funds amounting S 350,000 were transferred from Shamrock Consulting 
Corporation to Mr. Hans Rudolf Wegmuller account in Banque Ponbasrn suuae Zurich, two 
different transactions in Feb 93. NescoU Ltd & Nielsen Enterprises (presumably owned by 
Man am Nawaz) were registered as off-shore companies in BVI through Hans Rudolf Wegmuller 
on 27 fan 93 & 14 Apr 94, respectively. However when Mr. Rehman Malik appeared before the 
/IT, he stated that this information was provided by a source and there was no documentary 
evidence available except a couple of documents that he bad banded over to General (R) Amjad, 
the then Chonman NAB. Gen Amjad however in his statement before the JTT stated that has met 
Rehman Malik only once and it was a chance meeting and no document was provided to him in 
that meeting. 

27. In 1998, equity of $ 6.67 mn in Rupees was transferred to Hudabiya Paper Mills through 
Saddiqa Sayed Mahfoodh Haskim Khadem (resident of Middle East) as "Share Deposit Money 
(Evidence attached at Appendix XXI ) . 

28. Pak Rupee equivalent of the remaining money amounting to US $ 6.9 million were 
directly transferred in the account of Hudabiya Paper Mills Lid in garb of investment from Qazi 
family account (Evidence attached at Appendix XXUj . 
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Documentary Evidences, Annexures and details are covered in I olume !\ of Investigation 
Report of Joint Investigation Team, Fananut Case 

ASSETS RF.VONP ME AMS. 

(MIAN NAWAZ SHAK1FE 

ASSETS DISPROPORTIONATE TO 
KNOWN MEANS OF INCOiME 


Analysis based on: 


Income/wealth statements 
Company information 

Bank account details of individuals and companies 
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INTRODUCTION 

1. In its Order doted April 20, 2017, the Honourable the Supreme Court of Pakistan, m 
addition to the thirteen questions posed to the JIT for investigation, tasked investigate the case 
and collect evidence, if any, showing that Respondent No. 1, or any of his dependents or 
benami dars, owns, possesses or has acquired any assets or any interest therein, disproportionate 
to his known means of income. The thirteen questions posed in the Order each are linked with 
this universal query. 

2. The entire two-month long investigation proceedings have been focused on ascertaining 
means of income of especially Respondents No. 1, 6, 7, and 8, namely; Mian Nawaz Shanf, 
Prime Minister of Pakistan. Ms. Maryam Safdar, Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and Mr. Hasan 
Nawaz Sharif, respectively. Extensive hearings have been held to record statements of the 
Respondents and accord them opportunities to provide documents' information that may prove as 
plausible explanations for amassing the wealth and income. All Respondents, as well as the 
persons connected with the affairs of the Sharif family, who were summoned by the JIT, did not 
or could not furnish relevant and requisite information. The record that was made available to 
the JIT by the Respondents was a duplication of that already available, with very few new 
documents made available, in the Honourable Court through their responses to the Constitution 
Petitions No. 29 of 2016 etc. Not even a remote content of plausibility was provided. 

3 The new evidence collected by JIT (discussed in the relevant documents of the JIT 
Report (Panama Papers Pakistan) is as under. 

i. Confirmation of the beneficial ownership of Maryam 
companies namely; Nielsen Enterprises Limited aud N 
Federal Investigation Agency, British Virgin bis 

ii. Confirmation of Chairmanship of Mian 
namely; FZJE Capital, U-A-E. by 
(Volumes VI and DC); 
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Ui. Confirmation of fictitious saWpurcbaa# •»«**<«•«'* awbwillwd h, 
Honourable Court by tbe Respondents, by Ok dnmoy of #•.<(.*• C / K 
(Volume EH); and 

tv. Confirmation of forged/tampertd document* a* fl«> UittHhm of 

Trust by the Respondent*, by the fo route ntptr I. < VoImm** I V/ 

4. Tbe evidence, especially pertaining to the Avenfiled properties •*» ( t) *^ /V ' »><•■'* 

tbe saga of the Sharif family and questions the veracity of tbe entire d by 
them in the Honourable Supreme Court of Pakistan in then defence to J i*M/ »>✓ of 

the income and the assets. U is established that the children of fU*y>vUt* '< I >■* 

dependents as they were minorVstudents with no independent '.'f ,,yrh 

and during 1985-99 when Respondent No. 1 entered into polity I).»- 
owned by the respondent no l witnessed an exceptional powth &pu/' in u t ha of «4W< ^ 
income. The assets grew geometrically tut the declared wealth »nd 
Respondent's No. t income vis-a-vis the tax returns, company mfr/in.^'*oo, w: *'*/.*• 
statements of Respondents collected from the FBK. SJX'P and 8BP. tt y ■ < vHy. o*lx ' *•» 

5. It would be in tbe fitness of things that in a disproportion*^ •»*«** cam . x >• ^ •>.. Ox 
Respondents should seek recourse to discharging the burden to prove that fly u* 

proportionate to known sources of income. It it up to die PctpondanU to eatahiuh /ond 

reasonable doubt, the value of the assets possessed by them and vru-y* of */*.*/»✓ f/'/rn v»W». 
these were procured. JIT does not believe that it is necessary for fhe P/ poorboU to proW* •«. 
absolute estimation of their income and asset* but rather an explanation Oua u, at 
reasonable and worthy of acceptance fr would have sufficed to provide, i 
wealth statements; accurate and up-to-date audited financial 
income generated by companies incorporated locally and 
documentation of facilities undertaken from financial 
collateral/security/guarantees provided lor i 
cross-border and intercorporate transfer of funds 
things. More specifically, proper 
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Steal Mill*. Al Ahh Steel Mills. and AJ-Azxna Steel Mifls so-ar-c; 

nlstillihnmt of liUI McUls Establishment. Jeddah. K5A. and rt <xm W mT 
Klltd cisu|waM in the UK. their profitability so- rrrrattances to r'lk-tsuc .'V'-THKd mM »ooi 
these issuoa ore discussed in detail in the relevant volumes of the \ ma. y ^ ‘ ! * 

another a»*a of ohscunty are the ~SPVs“ (Special Pop»e Verne*., 
nu .ml.eil by the JIT Capital FZE, Chadree lac, Amfcwcaer kt ^ 

I'ntei prises limited and Ncscoll Unuted and other shelf cuupKaa pmws! * ** - r 
Yu Kin Islands, Isle of Mann. Jersey. etc, . which played ** «** - *" ^ 

money to destinations around the world or back into Fakirs 


PaustK. 


6 Nevertheless, an analysis of the tax and weahh «»■*. ^ *■*“*’** * ** 
companies in Pakistan, bank account statements and Ttcotd of tr- 
io attempt to establish the money trail and axount for tie • 

abroad ainco the establishment of laefrq Foundries by «un Scarf a 
were, are subsequently managed by tbe children of Rc^oodet* So. 1. *** 

paragraphs present an expose of Respondents No- 1. ^ 

«- y j ■riXT’^CTT. JWSW^» 

nexus with the asset accumulation with respect to his ner ax. 
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Tbc available record thows that Paapondnti No I SUutrd l, lit," roteinta float ymi | vtt l 
84. Complete record of tax returns/ wealth etafcimrnli wen r not furnulwul hy |r|)|i M 
assessment years 1997/99 - 2001/02 A from 2004/OS 2001/OH, wraith Statement, wrrr no, file, I 
fr> Respondent So. 1, more so, IT return for die year 2007 war not provided IdaUlU am »i Annex 
A). In hu statement made before the JIT on 13 June 7017. pr,,»o, tf |r»ii No I r.«U>g»rtcaUy staled 
that initially, he had been a shareholder and/or director in a few of the companies established by 
hxs Ute la±er in Pakistan. However, he had not been actively involved In Hie htisiiM-ns of any of 
those companies since the year 19*5. He also stated dial he had been actively involved in |k.IH4cs 
since 1981 and has devoted his entire life to hit occupation as a politician Hm aainr stance line 
been taken by him in various public speeches Hu stance lias also bnen rein forced by 
Respoodents 6. 7, and 8 m tfaor concise itatemenu filed before the Honourable Supreme ( ouit, 
that their fa&er fRespcmdect No. I) has no concern/ role in Uieir business and properties. The 
JIT, during the course of investigation, analysis of available tax returns and available linanc.mt 
details of his companies with SECT and State Bank of Pakistan fSHPj baa come across die 
following facts:- 

*- Opening of accounts as CFO of Ch t oo lbar y Smtar M ills I hiring evaluation of 
evidences and record collected from ddferr.nl banka by the JIT. il waa noted dial 
be opened 5 PKR bank accounts arid 3 Foreign Currency occuuuti in ftnu 
different banks during the penod from 1-7-2009 till dale In the bank account 
opening forms submitted to the bank, he mentioned his occupation an ‘arM 
employed' and name of the employer/ business as 'Chaudhry Sugar Mills 
Limited' (CSML) in all the account opening forms. In two of the accounts opened 
at Standard Chartered Bank (Pakistan; Limited, he showed himself as CEO of the 
Chaudhary Sugar Mills Limited ( Annex B) while in an account opened at AHI 
he had showed his designation as a shareholder. In addition to ihr individual 
accounts of Respondent No. I, the account opening form of his joint account with 
Ms. Shamixn Akhtor Shanf also reflect the above details. Further, ihr Taxpayer 
Registration Certificate of the Respondent No. I printed on 26 09 2009 (Annex (’) 
reflected his business has been named as Chaudhry Sugar Mills limited and 
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address of taxpayer as ‘c/o Chaudhry Sugar Mill* Limited. 146. Abu Bakar Block. 

Garden Town, Lahore’. It may be noted that us on 3 2 • 12-2003, Respondent No. 1 
held 1.600,000 shares of CSML, which increased to 2,012,538 share* on 31 M3 
and 12 million on 31*1*16 (Annex D). 

Drawing of Salary from C.'baudarv Su gar Milh While analyzing an account 
statement of Respondent No.l (Annex E), it was noted that during 2010 to 2013, 
he has been receiving regular salary from CSML on a monthly basis (Rs.24.372 
milli on in aggregate). It was observed that during 2010*1 1, an amount of Rs. 
560,000/ per month was received by Respondent No.l from CSML for nine 
months while the amount was increased to Rs 800,000/ per month during 2011* 

12. Similarly, Rs.820,417/- per month was received during the first 1 1 months of 
2012-13. Contrary to his publicly held stance that he had no role or involvement 
with the family business; he was drawing monthly salary from CSML. The 
drawing of salary from CSML is also disclosed in the Income I ax returns filed by 
him. 

Transaction showing involvement with CSML affairs . In addition, a couple of 
financial transactions of respondent No. 1 with CSML were also observed. On 28- 
06-2010, CSML transferred Rs.5.670 million in his account Similarly, on 23-09- 
2015, Rs. 18.019 million was transferred by respondent No.l to CSML (Annex F). 

Canital FZF.-Dubai : The Honourable Justice Ijaz-ul-Ahsan in his separate 
judgment specifically raised the issue of Capital FZE-Dubai; The relevant para(s) 
arc reproduced below: 

Quote: 

87. It is also an admitted position that Respondent So. 8 set up a company under 
the name and style of Flagship Investments Limited which received substantial 
sums of money in the year 2001 when the said Respondent had no source of 
income Over the course of the next few years, a number of other companies 
were set uptaken over by Respondent No. 8 allegedly for the purpose of his 
real estate business. The sources from which the said companiesftusinesses 
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*•*»» fumied are also shrouded in mystery. There is yet another company 
under the name and styie of Capital FZE. Dubai presumably registered under 
the laws of UAE Funds also appear to have been routed through the said 
comparty from time to time by / and on behalf of Respondent No. 7 The real 
ownership and business of the said company is unclear from the record which 
needs to be explained. No effort has been made on the part of the Respondents 
to answer the questions on the afore-noted matters. 

S9 Father the source(s) of funding for Arista Steel Mills and Hill Metals 
Establishment in Saudi Arabia. Flagship Investments Limited and a number of 
other companies set up- taken over by Respondent No. 8 also need to be 
established. In addition to the affairs of Capital FEE. Dubai which also 
appears to be owned by Respondent No. 7 need an inquiry. 

90. Evidence shall also be collected by the JIT regarding source(s) of funding of 
Capital FZE. Dubai; its business activities and role in transfer of funds to 
different entities owned or controlled by Respondents No. 7 & 8 

Unquote 

e As also pointed out by Honourable Justice Ijaz-ul-Ahsan, the real ownership and 
business of the said company is unclear from the record which needs to be 
explained. No effort has been made on the part of the Respondents. The 
Honourable Justice also desired that evidence to be collected by JIT regarding 
FZE, Dubai; its business activities and role in transfer of funds to different entities 
owned or controlled by Respondents No. 7 and 8. These questions were posed to 
the aforesaid Respondents in their appearances before the JTT; however, despite 
repeated requests, no satisfactory evidence was produced by them. 

f. However, JIT in tbe course of its investigations was successful in collecting 
evidence directly from the concerned Regulatory Authority i.e. Jebel Ali Free 
Zone Authority (JAFZA), in Dubai. The evidence provided revealed that Capital 
FZE was granted a Trading License, bearing Registration No. 561, on October 1, 
2001. The license shows Respondent No. 8 as Manager. The authorized activities 
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included Metal Ores Trading, (last c Strcl IVv1i±l'j IroCiv*. lim..- -m l'n>,-x 
Metal Product Trading, Fencing and Barbed Wire Trading, Metal 'arm mat 
C on tai ner s Trading. Metal Alloy* Trading and Mrtal Drum* and IWr’U I radir.g 
Further, evidence thus procured reveal* that Mian No* at \harif, Pt tpaadeot H„ 
l. war the Chairman of the Board Jor Capital FAR from Auyust 7. 200ft until 
April 20. 2014 at a salary of AF.lJ lO.tfJO Further, evidence fevaoicd (hat r>.,« 
salary wu revised on February 02, 2007 vide FsnpU/ymet.r Cor.tr art / nrtSair- ■ 

- Form 9, duly signed by Respondent So I. filed wi«i JAFZA On the hum of 
this employment Respondent So. / was able to procure " Iqamo" dated j-7 2Wr 
and valid up to 4-6-201 5 to work anti reside In ljubal (Antsrt 0 ). 

As discussed in detail under the Sections covering Hill Metals Ettabiishmer* and 
“gifts" between the Respondents, a payment of USD 1.000,000 from the account* 
of Hill Metals Establishment to Capital h/J. was noted m the dttcuaytsu procured 
depicting an evidence of rotation of money between family buimoso 

Another example of rotation of funds between the accounts of Reapr/ndenta 
discussed in detail under the Section on Hill Metals Establishment that 
Respondent No. 1 instructed the Bank Manager A 1 Rahji Jeddah to transfer SAP 
750,000 from his account No. 462 60801 3344552 to Respondent No. 7 Account 
No. 462 6080 1 000 6782. Thereafter. Respondent No. 7, on the um> day, thn/ugb 
an Advice dated Sept 20, 2010 instructed A1 Rajhi Bank to tranafer SAR 7S0/XX> 
from his account 462 60801 006782 to Hill Metals Establishment (Annex H> 

fl o g— 9f transactions between Respond ents No 1 and fe ln 
Significant lntcr-lmkagcs have been observed during detailed scrutiny of bank 
accounts of Respondents No. 1 and 6. Between the penod of 2009 to May 201 7 
approximately Rs. 1.4 BiUion landed in Respondent No. l’s bank account mainly 
from Respondent No. 7. Of these inflows. Respondent No. 1 transferred Rs. 
822.726 million t 0 the account of Respondent No. 6. For details, reference to the 
Section covering the issue of gifts/ remittances is made. 
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t Mit -declaration 111 Wealth Statemen t. fvr 

of Ri a* milllnn hv Main N, W n Sharif - As per Wealth Statement submitted by 

the Respondent No. I for the tax year 2013, an amount of Rs.100 million was 
shown as donatioo given to PML <N). This fact was corroborated by the JIT from 
Ok statement of Wealth of the respondent (Annex 1) Dunng analysis of account 
statement, it was also observed that an amount of Rs.45 million was transferred 
back by the PML (N) on 10-6-2013 to Respondent No.l (Annex J). This inflow of 
Rs.45 million, although reflected in the account statement, was not disclosed in 
the Wealth Statement Hence, it appears that the Respondent No.l not only 
concealed his assets to the tune of Rs.45 million but also misreported in the 
W ealth Statement for the tax year 2013 submitted under Section 1 16 of the 

Income Tax Ordinance, 2001. 

L Respondent No. I in his address to the nation and speech on the floor of the 
National Assembly claimed that his father owned mulumiUion rupees assets in the 
1970*s before the industry was nationalized; a claim that cannot be ascertained 
ihn ij’h hi* personal Tax returns as well as of the parents. (Refer to Annex A of 
V 
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2. The record made available to tbe HT by ibe SECP (<fc*ad» and *rt 

SECP with regards to provision of documents, information « ^tach«d aa A V ) rr>'-*LrS. 
direct shareholding of Respondent No. 1 ms under:- 


Name of Companies 

Year* of Sfctr«baMM( 

Chaudhary Sugar Mills Limited 

2000-200%, 2010-2013 

Mohammad Buksh Textile Mills 

T imitrr! 

2011-2013 

Ittefaq Brothers Private Limited 

1976-1979, 1981-1985. 19*7, 1980 90. 
1992-1994. 1996 1 

Brothers Steel Mills Limited 

1934. 1986 1988 1990, 1994 

Ittefaq Foundries Privair Limited 1980-1993 

Ramzan Sugar Mills Limited 

i 1992-1995 

Ittefaq Sugar Mills Limited 

1983-2015 

Hudabiya Paper Mills Limited 

2010-2014 

Hudabiya Engineering Private I immvt 

2010-2016 

Ilyas Enterprises Private Limited 

1986-1993 

Ittefaq Textile Mills Limited 

1972, 1974-1976. 1979-1980. 1986. 

19a&-19K9. 1991-1994. 1992 


a* Ittefaq Foundries fPrivate) Limited . The company (tacorporauoo on 6 >i*/v 
1962) was the first company incorporated by Mian Muhammad Sharif; share* 
were equally distributed amongst seven brothers (Annex L). In 1966, 100 share-, 
of this company were allotted to Respondent No. 1 thus he became the Director of 
the said company. Trend of loans obtained against Ittefaq Fouadar.es from 1972- 
1 992 is reflected graphically below. 
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h. IVior to nationalization of Ibe company in 1972. the honk loan was Rs. 4 7 
million, however, after de nationalization of the company in 1979, the loan of 
company was Rs. 70 million Moreover, the said company obtained further loans 
and reported its loan liability of Rs. 732 million in the year 1991. Subsequently, 
the loan liability was reported as Nil in die year 1992 followed by winding-up 
petitions (Lahore High Court CO 109/94; CO 1 1 1/94; CO 1 20/94; CO 23/95) and 
recovery suits (390/94; 388/94; 359/94; 382/94) against the Company in 1996. It 
n pertinent to mention here Respondent No. 1 did not provide any financial 
st-itcmr-nts of the said company to the JTT. Aftet. Respondent’s No. 1 rise to the 
political forefront of Pakistan, especially after 1985, this company obtained 
substantial loan* ITiereafter, the said company was unable to pay off its 
liabilities, thus, winding up petition and recovery suits were filed against the said 
company in 1996. From the aforementioned, it appears that Respondent No. I 
used the loaning scheme to accumulate wealth. Moreover, major shareholding 
was kept in the names of other family members of Respondent No. 1, it would 
seem, to avoid any direct connection with the gains attained thereof. Thus a 
foundation for such ventures was laid by Ittefaq Foundries (Private) Limited. 

Jttefaq Textile Mills Limited . Ittefaq Textile Mills Limited was incorporated on 
30-April-1966 (Annex M). As per the available information provided by SECP, 
the shareholding of the Respondent No. I was 0.96% shares and he remained a 
director of the Company in the year 1972 and from 1986 to 1988 (Chief Minister 


Punjab). The financial review of the available record / information sh 
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ti « wmiUl»4« of Prtf*«Mtrni No I I hr firuuKiil outlook of (tua uim^mny 
Gw fwniMi whm K^apomtoH No I hail rmargad as a trading political 
figure sf lakaiai, has Imd a fisxl revolving cotnparjy thai is . prima facia, 
mainly aanl w# asm ferula by orating liabilities no the onnpany as fiKurrd 
below 





S aha SfrtSWl fTflrfltl UnlHd Itiefaq Biuthm (Private) limited was 
i>.c//fpurairrj oo 23 May I V72 (Annex N). The available record of the said 
company showed Rr.poodail No, I to be the shareholder (ranging between 9% to 
3)%> since 1973 to the last annual return recorded in 1998 and director of the 
Company from 1973 to 1986. In 1981. lurfaq Brothers (Private) Limited had a 
loan liability of Rj J5 nullum (an increase from Ra. 2 million) with a paid up 
capi ul of Ra. J I j million. A similar pattern of loaning was observed after 1986 
(when he prominently had risen on the political forefront of Pakistan) the loans 
due by the company were reported to be Rj 210 million in 1989 and Rs. 236 
million die following year. However, in 1991 till 1996, the loan liabilities were 
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•funsi the company Respondent No I dul art provide my profitability record of 
Ibr utj company to justify the income earned from it 



Ittefaa Sncsi Mills Limited Iriefaq Sugar Mills Limited was incorporated on 
Od-May-1982 (Annex O). Respondent No. t was holding nominal sliares in the 
company as hts maximum shareholding was 188,000 shares in 1989 which 
declined to only 1000 shares in 2007 whereas Ittefaq Foundries Private Limited 
and Ittefaq Brothers Limited remained major shareholders in the said Company. 
As per the available information, the company had a paid-up capital of Rs. 56 
million from the years 1982-1995. In the initial years, the said company borrowed 
funds from financial institutions, which increased from NIL to Rs. 248 million in 
the year 1983, and total assets increased from Rs. 27 million in 1982 to Rs. 360 
million in 1983. It is pertinent to mention that it is one of the very few companies 
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of the Sharif group that made profits however, tbe said company did not pay any 
dividend till the year 1988 and thereafter no substantial income could have been 
earned by Respondent No. I from this company due to his nominally changed 
shareholding Tbe available record revealed no payment of dividend by during the 
period of Respondent No. 1 was bolding shares It can be concluded that this 
company's profits did not contribute towards the wealth accumulation of 
Respondent No. 1. 


true •« fee*’ Mi* Uil 



Ramzan MUls. The Company was incorporated on 4-Aug-1990 (Annex 

P). As per the available information, the shareholding of Respondent No. 1 along- 
with his wife and children was 10% from 1993 to 1996 and about 8% from 1996 
to 2014. During the afore-mentioned period. Respondents No. 7 & 8 remained as 
the directors of the Company for the year 1999 to 2001 and 2004 to 2005. In 2015 
onwards, tbe family members of Mr. Shahbaz Sharif became the majority 
shareholders of the Company and the shareholding of Respondent No. 1 family 
reduced to NIL. The financial review of tbe available record / information reveal 
that the Company was initially in losses and the equity remained negative for the 
years 1992 to 1995. However, the Company became profitable and as per the 
2015 50300,31 statements the Company’s equity improved to Rs. 875 million. The 
available record revealed no payment of dividends by this company during the 
period of Respondent No. I holding significant shares. The 
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oot contribute towards the wealth accumulation of Respondent No. I It ha a been 
observed that this is the only Pakistan -buned company in winch the Respondent 
No. 1 alongwith his family members were shareholder* and its equity relatively 
improved over the years. 



g. Chaudhary Sugar Mills Limited . Chaudhary Sugar Mills limited in reported to 
be incorporated on 05-Aug-l99l (Annex Q). As per the information made 
available. Respondent No. 1 held approximately 7-8% shares of Chaudhary Sugar 
Mills Limited since 2000. 

(I) In 1992, the said company mortgaged its properties located at plant site in 
Toba Tek Suigh to secure a long-term morabahu finance from bay sal A I 
Island of Bahrain E.C amounting to Rs. 309.813 million. However, 
Company’s operating fixed assets were Rs. 15.587 million only and Rs. 
652.064 million were disclosed as ’work-in-progress’. Moreover, un 
amount of Rs. 28.241 million long-term loan was secured from First 
Hajvcry Modarba. In view of the fact that the Company’s operating fixed 
assets (other than work in progress), borrowing under morabaha appears to 
be a suspicious arrangement as current assets were placed as security for 
the long-term morabaha loan. 

(2) However, in the financial year 1 993. a long term loan secured from Faysal 
AJ Islatni of Bahrain was retired and loan was swapped with obtaining 


loan •inouitiiiiu l<» 401 J57 million <l».St> 15 520 millloo) frmn C.lwlftin 
Jcrery Limilfd, St tlellici. Imey laland, • company incorporated ui 
(lunarb Uland Pmciipi private loan aecured fi<*m Cbadroo Jersey 
Limited was secured at interest rate of 10% per annum payable in 10 
installments commencing from Octolier I, 1004, However, as per first 
supplemental Irllri of liyjM.iliei jiIioii doled January JO, 1995. pnyineni 
schedule revealed five installments coinmcncuiK from 1995 and ending on 
1999. 

(3) The available financial record of the said company revealed that only 
dividend* ol Rs 136 8 million were declared' paid dividends during 1995 
1999. However, no evidence of Respondent No. I bolding shares during 
this period have been reported. Furthermore, financial statements of the 
said company do not provide any specific disclosure that Respondent Ho. 

1 wa* drawing any emoluments/ other benefits from the Company. 

(4) After. Respondent's No. 1 rise to the political forefront of Pakistan 
especially after 1985, this company obtained substantial loons 

(5) From the aforementioned, it appears that Respondent No. 1 and his family 
members used this company as n loaning scheme to accumulate wealth. 
Moreover, major shareholding was kept in the names of other family 
members of Respondent No. 1 to avoid any direct connection with the 
gains attained thereof. 

Mnhnmmad Hukth Textile Mills Limited . The Company was incorporated on 
8-Scpt- 1 99 1 (Annex R). As per financial statements of 2015. the company did not 
co mm ence operations of the business since incorporation. Moreover, it has been 
observed that the company submitted the accounts for the years 1992 to 2000 in 
year 2002. Respondent No. 1 along with his children and wife held 22-30% shares 
from 1994 to 2015. The majority of shares were held in the name of Ms. Shamim 
Alrhtar (mother of Respondent No. 1) holding 26% shares. Individual 
shareholding of the Respondents are as follows: 
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(1) Respondeat No. 1: 6% from 201 1 to 2015 

(2) Respondent No. 7: 6% from 1994 to 2015 

(3) Respondent No. 8: 65. from 1994-96 and 1% from 1997 to 2015 

(4) Respondent No. 6: 6% from 1994 to 201 5. 

The Company has been dormant since incorporation; has never paid dividend to 
shareholders and has negative equity. The financial performance of the Company 
docs not warrant any shore in the increase of wealth of Respondent No, 1 . The 
financial performance graph is as follows: 



i« fjudflbi yq Paper Mills Limited . Hudabiya Paper Mills Limited was incorporated 
on 29- Jan- 1 992 (Annex S) (detailed analysis is in Volume xx). 

• u m ' 

(1) As on October 31, 1992, the company’s fixed assets amounting to Rs. 
98.708 million and its long term secured loans were Rs. 184.247 million, 
which could have been possible by pledging any other asset that had not 
been disclosed in the financial statements. Moreover, 1993 was 
considerably variant financial year for the company as during the same 
year, the said company had long-term secured loans of Rs. 255.729 
million, short term finances of Rs. 126.619 million and generated Rs. 
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1 


126.024 nullum from mocutl/cA uodoUkviK'i lunhmOfC) 04 iMiipM/ 
secured a loan amounting to USD 10 million from Al O *op*ny 

for Investment Funds, Bahrain through Al Baraka lalami/ ln/eaunem 
Bank Lahore on November 23, 1992 

(2) It is pertinent to mention here that the *aid company did not re-real any 
disclosure on the legal proceedings of Queen's Ikreti, Lrmdon wUto. y 
the Avenfield apartments were attached- In the financial year 2W), d./- 
Company disclosed that liabilities (relating to Al Towfcek Company (or 
Investments Funds Bahraini were settled for USD H million ot, lan-iary >. 
2000. As per relevant disclosure given in Nrtc 3 of finarv.ul statrments 
for the year ended 2000, long term loan of Ra <04 9(10 milium was 
disclosed. 

(3) The stance of Respondent No. 1 and his family members while icsponding 
to petitions CP 29/2016 & CP 30/2016 have been that Qatar's Ponce 
Hamad Bm Jassun bin Jaber Al-Tham settled loan of the said company 
with Al-Towfeek Company. This stance has not been substantiated 
through any documentary evidence of transaction or arrangement by the 
Respondent No. 1 and his family members. 


(4) 


It is noticed that a share deposit money of Rs. 642 million in 199& was 
reflected in the accounts of the said company. This is contrary to advene 
financial position of the said company as at that time the said company 
had negative equity of Rs. 772 million and operations of the said company 
had already been shut down. The said company went into negative equity 
in 1994 and closed its operations in 2000. Accumulated losses were P_v 
877.810 million as of June 30, 2005. Last available financial statement 
were filed for the financial year 2005. The Company did Dot file iu 
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(5) The Respondent No. 1 and his Tannly members tailed to substantiate '*»nr 
stance through evidence that Qatar's Prince Hamad Bin Jos/nm bin Jalier 
Al-Tham settled loan of At-Towfock Company against the said company 
and it was disclosed in Note 3 to financial statements for the year 2000 
that long term loan was converted at Rs. 53.80 per USD for USD 
8.000,000 substituted loan. The octual liability recorded was for Hi 
494.960 million but liability of Rs 430 million at the given USD 
conversion rate was reported to be settled. 

(6) From the aforementioned, it appears that Respondent No. I and bis family 
members used this company as a medium to revolve funds and accumulate 
wealth. Moreover, major shareholding was kept in the names of other 
family members of Respondent No. 1 to avoid any direct connection with 
the gains attained thereof. 
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j. Hudnbiyn Engineering Company fPrivatei Mills Limited . Hudabiya 
Engineering Company (Private) Mills Limited was incorporated on 12-May-1992 
(Annex T). 

(1) As per the certified true copies of the annual returns provided by SECP, 
Respondent No. 1 along with his children owned 22% shares from year 
2000 to 2009 and 33% from year 2010 to 2016. Shareholding pattern of 
the Respondents is as follows: 
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(a) Respondent No. 1:11% holding from year 2010 till 2016. 

(b) Respondent No. 6: 6% holding from year 2000 till 20 1 6. 

(c) Respondent No. 7: 1 2% holding from year 2000 till 2016. 

(2) From the analysis of available data, the equity of the Company is negative 
by Rs. 40 million in 1998 and in 2014 it was negative Rs. 151 million. 
Addilionally, share deposit money of Rs. 69 million was noticed in the 
2014 accounts of the company. In 2014, related party liability of Rs. 159 
million was payable by the said company. 

(3) However, from the uncertified copies provided by SECP from the 
year 1993 to 1997, the receivables from related-party companies and 
sponsors were Rs. 242 mill ion. It is also observed that the total sales in 
these years was Rs. 1 12 million and the company advances amount to Rs. 
242 million. In the year 2007, the Company changed the classification and 
merged all Debtors with no party-wise breakup. The available record 
revealed no payment of dividends by this company. Similarly negative 
Equity was reported in the financials of the company, hence, it appears 
that financial performance of the Company could not contribute to the 
increase of wealth of Respondent No. 1. 
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In 1990, the income of Respondent No. I was Rs. 277,846/-; assets held worth 
were Rs 5.46 million only. 

During 1991-92, transactions worth millions ol US dollars were routed through 
Bcnami accounts in the businesses of Shttrif family and amounts were invested 
into businesses as equity to increase ihe personal wealth. As these transactions 
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were routed through Bcnami accounts, hence, there was no footprint in the lax 
Returns. Details/ statements of Benami accounts already submitted in Second 
Interim Report of JIT. 


n. 


o. 


P- 


from 1992 to 1993, his wealth grew from Rs 8.33 million to Rs 68.027 million 
without any declared plausible source of income. More so, income declared by 
Respondent No. I in his tax returns was not commensurate with his and his family 



In the same year (1992-93), Respondent No. 1 declared total assets worth Rs. 
68.02 7 in his Return of Wealth Tax, whereas Wealth Statement reflected assets 
worth Rs 5.328 million. His income does not complement his capacity to pay the 
tax on assets worth Rs 68,027 million while keeping in view his expenses as welL 
Return of wealth tax and wealth statement for year 1992/93 is at Annex V. 


Since assessment year 1991, Respondent No. 1 was holding assets in the names of 
minors (Hasson Nawaz and Asma Nawaz). During assessment year 1990/91 the 
value of these assets was declared as Rs 598,045 which appreciated to Rs 63 97 
tutllion is assessment year 1992793 without any visible inflow. Return of wealth 

“ f ° r “ SKSmCn ' yCare 1990/91 “ W, return of weald, tax for assessment 
year 1992/93 is at Annex V. 
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In the year 1994-95, he paid Rs. 3.0 million as wealth tax, however, visible 
income was Rs. 5,000/-. According to the statement of personal expenses 
(annexed with wealth statement.) even his personal/ family expenses were borne 
by his sister in law, Ms. Sabiba Abbas. IT return and statement of personal 
expenses for year 1994/95 is at Annex X. 

In the years 1992-95, total wealth tax payable was Rs. 4,561,802, whereas total 
wealth tax paid as per wealth tax returns for the same period was Rs. 2,352,982. A 
sum of Rs. 780,977 was reclaimed as refundable tax as reflected in wealth tax 
return of year 1994-95. Thus, a gap of Rs. 2,20S,S20 in wealth tax payable is 
noted during the period. Wealth Tax Returns for assessment year 1992/93 at 
Annex V and Wealth Tax Returns for assessment years 1993 -95 are at Annex Y. 


Assessment Year 

Payable Tax 

Tax Paid 

Refund claimed 

- . 

1992-93 

1,606,759 

0 

0 

1993-94 

1.551,340 

1,68,302 

0 

1994-95 

1,403,703 

2,184,680 

7,80,977 

V . , .trv 

• - A. V • 4 - - 

4,561,802 

2,352,982 

7,80,977 

Gap - 4,561,802 - 2,352,982 + 7,80,977 * Rs 2,208,820 


s. As per financial details of Ittefaq Sugar Mills Limited, Respondent No. I was 
holding 4S.000 shares in the years 2003 and 2004 and 1000 shares from 2009 - 
2013, however, be did not declare ownership of these shares in his wealth 
statements for said tax years. Wealth statement for tax years 2002/03, 2003/04, 
tax years 2008/09 - 201 1/2012 and Form A/ 29 of Ittefaq Sugar Mills Limited for 
the same years and Wealth statement for assessment years 2012/13 at Annex Z. 

t. In years 2004-05 to 2007-08, Respondent No. 1 did not file his wealth returns. 

u. Since year 2008, wealth started to pour in the form of heavy remittances from 
Hussain Nawaz and Hill Metals Establishment (KSA). Funds worth Rs 1.083 Bn 
were remitted into personal account of Respondent No. 1. There arc anomafresjn^^ 
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statement of Respondent No. 1 for the year 2011/12 at Annex AA, account 
st ate ment of RSML and document of NAB is at Annex CC. 

x. In year 2012/13, property worth Rs 63.75 million in Changla Gali was declared 
by Respondent No. 1 to be in the name of spouse in his wealth statement, 
however, same did not reflect in wealth statements of Kulsoom Nawaz from years 
2013/14 - 2015/16. Wealth statement of Respondent No. 1 for the year 2012/13 is 
at Annex Z. Wealth statement of Kulsoom Nawaz and Respondent No. 1 for the 
year 2013/14 - 2015/16 are at Annex DD. 

y. As per tax return of year 2012-13, Respondent No. 1 gave Rs 100 million as 
donation to PML (N) on 30 Apr 2013. Reporting of this entry in Return of 
Personal Assets (ROPA) in ECP needs to be countcrcbecked. 

z. By year 2013/14, assets of Respondent No. 1 grew 6.59 times once compared 
with his assets of year 2008 (Rs 55 million m year 2008 to Rs 359 million in year 
2012/13). Major source of increase was gift amounts sent by Hussain & HME 
(Hill Metals Establishment) from KSA (Rs 457.3 million b/w 2009 - 14). 



hange of gifts worth millions of rupees is observed from Mr. Hussain & HME to 
Respondent No. I and Maryam Nawaz and Respondent No. 1 to Hassan Nawaz. It 
is an abnormal pattern of exchanging gifts as why a company would gift such 
heavy amounts to individuals. Evidence for profitability of HME was not 
furnished; hence source of income of Hussain could not be ascertained. Heavy 
gifts in the form of cash raises eyebrows; likely attempt of money laundering 
Inflow of gifts and their distribution/ utilization is at Annex EE. 
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3. Conclusion . The facts provided by Shard family show that Respondent No I , ostensibly 
has confined his role to that of an equity holder only in the family owned businesses, who does 
not hold any formal position or role in running the businesses and is not u Director on any Board 
Apparently the objective of such stance is to distance himself from a formal role in tunning of 
the businesses in strictest regulatory and legal sense However, on the other hand, it is also 
evident that he is enjoying pecuniary benefits, other titan dividends from these buinuessos in the 
shape of unexplained inflows in his personal bank accounts, on a fairly regular basis, from the 
business profits of his son and businesses run by him purportedly as gifts 

4. The evidence collected reveals that he, in fact, was the Chairman of the Board, drawing 
salary from Capital FZE; a company owned by his son Respondent No 8, is at variance with the 
stance taken in the CNlAs filed, by Respondents No. I. 6. 7 and 8 I Ins fact watt not disclosed in 
any statutory retums/declarations before the authorities in Pakistan; be it the Income Tax returns 
or the Tilings before the Election Commission of Pakistan. 

5. Respondent No. 1 in his tax returns filed before the authorities for the year ?013, claimed 
to have made a donation of Rs. 100 million to Muslim League (N) and concealing the fact that lie 
received back Rs. 45 million from the same party account, before the close of the relevant 
financial year end; amounts to mis-declaration of wealth. 

6. The above tacts depict that Respondent No. lwos enjoying monetary benefits from the 
family businesses, other that dividends in his declared capacity of equity holder. Moreover, he 
was maintaining an active operational link with his family owned businesses, contrary to Ins 
pubficaUy held position, that he is not actively involved in the family business and is devoting 
his entire life to his occupation as a politician. \ 

7. As per claims of Mian Nawaz Sharif, his business empire' assets is based on his inherited 
money from his father who owned millions of Rupees in the ‘70s. The financial analysis of Mian 
Muhammad Shanf does not substantiate this claim. An exorbitant hike in buildup of his assets is 
observed during his first tenure of premiership, however, inflows mentioned in his fox returns is 
not commensurate with his growth which leads to the presumption that litis empire was not 
based on legal monetary sources. An anomaly of opening benami accounts in the names ofQazi 
family, Saeed Ahmed etc., and source of inflow in these accounts was not clarified by the 
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Respondents. These benami accounts were used ns collateral for acquisition ol loons and also for 
moving funds abroad to build Sharif family’s assets in Pakistan us well as in UK. 

8. From the record made available on Respondent No. 1 to tho JTT, it is observed that 
Respondent No. I held minor direct shareholding in closely held family companies, rhesr 
companies were not profit-bearing. However, these companies were continuously revolving 
funds amongst themselves, shareholders/ directors/ sponsors and offshore companies Moreover, 
it can be seen from the available record that Respondent No. I kept shares in Uie name of his 
wife, sons and daughters who were not financially independent at that time; a move to delink 
him from the closely held family businesses yet he had control over the business due to his 
strong political and family influence. Another important factor noted here is that despite the 
advene financial position of all closely held family businesses. Respondent No. 1 hod 
phenomenal growth in accumulation of wealth by his direct family and other shareholders of the 
company, which were also his family members. 

9. A detailed analysis of available financial details of Shanf family’s companies with SECP 
and their tax/ wealth returns reflect serious dichotomies in declaring their assets (mis/ non- 
declarations of assets). Respondent No. I built assets and declared them on the names of his 
children, however, there was no plausible source of income with Respondent No. 1 or his 
children. 

10. As per Lahore High Court case no W.P 3114 HP ML vs NAB. Mian Nawaz Shanf paid 
1 10 million to NAB as settlement in HPML ease. Analysis of account details of RSML revealed 
that the company paid Rs 50 million to NAB os payment on behalf of Mian Nawaz Sharif as part 
of total 1 10 million. This use of RSML funds is in violation of company law as his personal 
liabilities were paid through the funds of RSML. 

11. Another hike is seen in assets after Sharif family’s political rejuvenation in 2007/0S. 
Funds were shifted from their UK/ UAE empires to Pakistan in the form of gifts in excess of Rs. 
880 million. Substantial funds were transferred in the accounts of Respondent No. 1 in the form 
of gifts from Hussain Nawaz and Hill Metals Establishment accounts, taking advantage of the 
tax exemption on foreign remittances/ gifts. Massive assets were built while showing the cost as 
nil being based on gifts. Moreover, the Respondents have failed to substantiate tta ' 
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income behind these gifts abroad if compared with the account driaila of thru • ninpunl* * abroad, 
it is observed that these companies were iu losses/ undei liabllitiaa ami wr»« nut in a poailioo hi 
generate any dividend. 

12. Having gone through financial details of his cnmpuniea/ hank account! and hi* 
declarations in FBR record, it sectns that Respondent No 1 la in |MitateaaMin nf 'AUNK'll 
BEYOND KNOWN SOURCES OF INCOME* 
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Documentary Evidences, Annexures and details are covered in Volume fX (A) of Investigation 
Report of Joint Investigation Team, Panama Case 

ASSETS BEYOND MEANS - OTHER RESPONDENTS 


Mian Muhammad Sharif (Late) 

13. Mian Muhammad Sharif had been filing tax returns/ wealth statements since the year 
1969-70. Complete record of returns were not furnished by FBR as for assessment yeais 
1971/72 & 1974/75 - 1978/79, returns of wealth tax were not filed by Mian Muhammad 
Sharif, more so, income tax (IT) returns for the assessment year 1969// 0 - 1 993/94 were not 
rued. Wealth statements for the assessment years 1969/70 - 1999/2000 were not filed (details 
are at Annex A). Analysis of returns of Mian Muhammad Sharif reveal the following:- 


Aiset* of Mian Muhammad Sharif before and after 
Nalionaiiiation 



o 

c 

a 



a. Respondent No. 1 claimed that his father 
owned assets in millions of rupees in the 
1970's before the industry was 
nationalized, the tax returns of Mian 
Muhammad Sharif present a picture to 
the contrary, as assets held with Mian 
Muhammad Sharif were around Rs. 1 
million since 1969-70. There was no 
drastic decline in his assets during the 
timeframe of Nationalization. 

b. His wealth started to increase in the late eighties and early nineties. The wealth of 
Mian Muhammad Sharif multiplied 4.3 times during year 1992/93 i.e. from Rs. 
7.53 million to Rs. 32.15 million and by Rs 8*5 million in 1995/96. Sources / 
income details were not available to determine the inflow. 


19 * 9-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 
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Yiiwbt growth ol suets of Mima Mobammsd Sharif 



a. Although Mian Muhammad Sharif renamed involved tn the family business 
which cvidcotly flourished considerably, he did oot file IT returns for a major 
period of time. 

b. Moreover, analysis of his companies’ profile reflecting hi* source of income is 
not commensurate with the increase in his assets. A sharp increase in assets is 
seen in the yean 1992-93. 

c. Having analyzed his economic growth and available source of income, it can be 
ascertained that Mian Muhammad Sharif possessed, prima fade, ASSETS 
DISPROPORTIONATE AND BEYOND KNOWN SOURCES OP MEANS 
at the rime . 


Marvam Safdar iResnondent No. 

15. Respondent No. 6 started filing returns from year 1991-92. Complete reco rd of tax 
returns/' wealth statements were not furnished by FBR as for assessment years 1991/92 - 92/93. 
1995/96, 1998/99, 1999/2000 & 2004/05 - 2008/09, wealth statements were not filed by 
Respondent No. 6, more so, IT returns for the year 1991/92 & 2004/05 - 2008/09 were not 
filed (details are at Annex B). Analysis of financial details available with SECP and returns of 




2)1 


Maryam Safdar haa Imcu part of (foe family n/eei M*»- //*i a « s>*J w* t 

po-.vivr/l saaeu worth Fa I 47 rndW. twice y # Wt\4X *A st*n*d f...'./ 
rrtum of wealth lax It la significant to i*olx that the this A mku w'**h r/oii«of* 
with no visible source of income 


b. Iln assets grew in year IV92/JM, 2! Iiotn in a Dtogir i r *t fti/ui Fa I <7 itni lion u> 
year 1991/92 to Ha 10 3 million without any declared ujjm*. A«a«i f 


YmiwIw Orowili ol Maryam V«Mw 




■wi ill Mi l n vj'ji'tA ivt*v. ivrVfl Mt :W4$ m*v» 


a. 




L 

Vf/t'fi 


• Aturn 0 !rrf/Kr * 


c. As per the detail* of assets reflected in her return of wealth lax. Mar yarn Safda r 
held 424 ,400/- share-, in Hudabiyt Paper Mills aince year I9W4 till date She 
waa also Director of the company during yean |99ti/98, Annex It 

d. As per financial records of MRTML witli ftfiCP, Maryam Haidar owned 1000 
shares (worth Rs 10,000) in yean 2001 -2003 but then same were not declared ,n 
wealth statement for the same years Annex £. 

e. As per financial records of Ittefaq Sugar Mills limited with SECP, Maryam 
Safdar owned 55,000 shares (worth Ha 550,000) in years 200) 2003 and 2610 
2013, however, she did not declare these shares in the wealth statement fur the 
assessment said years. Amies P 

f. As per financial records of CSML with SW F, Maryam Safdar owned 1 2/01 ,4', 3 
shares (worth Ha 20,710,429) in year 2010, however, she declared 5/01,455 
shares in wealth statement for the assessment year 2009/10, amounts to 

concealment of aasets and tax evasion. Aimes G. 

g- Maryam Safdar owned a BMW car which was gifted to her by the UAI: Royal 
family and value of the car was declared as R» 3 5 million in the 1 a / year 2*4// 
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10, ll»r same car wan declared Ui be sold on a profit of Rs 19.66 millioo in year 
201 112. Such price escalation ia abnormal, she declared the same BMW in her 
wealth statement in the next year 2012/13 as well. Moreover. Mr. Mu hamm ad 
Safdar in his ROPA submitted to ECP in year 2008 declared worth of the some 
car as K.s 6.0 million. Wealth statements for years 2009/10 & 2011-13 arc at 
Aimes II. Muhammad Safdar ROPA for year 2013-16 at Annex I. 

h In the Return of Personal Assets (ROPA) filed with ECP, M uhammad Safdar 
declared owning that car ownership of the same BMW in year 2013-2016; 
whcrca-% Maryum Safdar declared that she sold the car for Rs 28.164 million in the 
year 201 1-12, 

i In ROPA, Muhammad Safdar declared that Ms. Maryam Safdar paid for the duty 
of the car i.e Rs. 3,412,418/- . whereas in the same year Maryam Safdar total 
declared income was Rs. 1,184.000/-. where did the money come from? 

j. As per 2009/10 record, Maryam Safdar owned assets worth Rs 73.50 million, 
which also included a loan worth Rs. 42 million to Chaudhry Sugar Mills 
Limited, loan worth Rs 2.2 million to Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif and loan 
worth Rs 1 million to Ms Kulsoom Nawaz. Income during the year was Rs 1. IS 
million. There no evidence of such inflow or a periodic source of income as IT 
returns and wealth statements for years 2004/05 - 2008/09 were not filed by 
Maryam Safdar. 

k. Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sbanf declared land worth Rs 24.85 milli on in his 
personal returns in the name of Maryam Safdar in his wealth statement for year 
2010/11, same was not declared in wealth statement of Maryam Safdar for the 
said year which amounts to concealment of assets. Annex J. 


Year 

Gifts received 

Total Assets 

2010/1 : 

31.7 million 

102.93 milLiou 

2011/12 

51.6 million 

210.S million 

2012/13 

35.86 million 

236.5 million 

2013/14 

192.05 million 

347,6 million 

2014/15 

310.53 million 

65432 million 

2015/16 

172.52 million 

830.73 million 
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m. 


Maryam Safdar did not have a regular authentic source of income 
to her growth in wealth and even her spouse did not possess n source of income 
(declared by Muhammad Safdar, till year 2013-14) She had been receiving heavy 
gifts from Mian Muhammad Nnwa/, Sharif and brothers Hussain and Hasson. 
However, these gilts boosted her assets from Ris 73.50 million to Rs 830.73 
million within the period of 2009-20 1 6. 

During the period, she purchased agriculture land worth Rs. 804 million (1431 
Kanals), which is her declared source of income 


Conclusion 

a. Accumulation of Maryam Safdar’s assets shows a drastic hike in early 90’s with 
no declared source of income. 

Analysis of financial details ol her assets and record of FBR reflects dichotomies 
of mis/ non -declaration of assets which seemingly tantamount to hiding of assets 
and tax evasion. 

c. Maryam Safdar declared ownership of a BMW car claimed to be gifted from 
royal family of UAE. Rs 3.5 million was paid by her as custom duty custom duty 
without any visible source of income. The same car was shown to be sold @ Rs 
28 million in her wealth statement and assets were increased, however, the same 
is reflected in her wealth statements of subsequent years. Morcso. dichotomies art 
found in declaration/ value of this car in wealth statements of Maryam Safdar and 
Muhammad Safdar who declares the value of the car as Rs 6.0 million and 
ownership of car till 2016 seemingly tanlamounts to hiding of assets and tax 
evasion. 

d. Not only the assets are observed to be accumulated without any declared sourve 
of income, but she has been observed loaning millions of rupees without any 

substantial evidence on source of income. 
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c. Since year 2008, Maryam Safdar started receiving hefty gifts worth millions of 
rupees which were utilized to acquire agriculture land. Since agriculture land or 
its income is tax exempted, reflection of substantial amounts as agriculture 
income annually afforded her to legalize her funds. 

£ Financial analysis of Maryam Safdar’s assets and her available record of FBR 
reflects that Maryam Safdar possesses, prima facie, ASSETS 
DISPROPORTIONATE AND BEYOND MEANS OF KNOWN SOURCES 
OF INCOME. 

Muhammad Safdar 

Mr. Muhammad Safdar, husband of Respondent No. 6, has filed his IT returns only for 
2013/14 and 2014/15. The wealth statement was filed during tax year 2014/15 only, (details are 
at Annex B). Analysis of returns of Mr. Muhammad Safdar reveal following:- 

a. Mr. Muhammad Safdar has not filed IT returns/ return of wealth tax and wealth 
statements since the 1990's though be was an officer of the Pakistan Army and 
was later inducted in the civil bureaucracy. 

b. He contested general elections in 2008 and was elected as a Member of the 
National Assembly. He was drawing salary but did not file his returns in violation 
of income tax laws; though income tax was deducted at source, he did not file the 
returns. He did not disclose in his nomination papers that he had been paying tax 
since year 2008/09; it was revealed through copy of nomination papers submitted 
in ECP. Nomination papers submitted with ECP for General Elections 2013 are at 
Annex K. 

c. As per ROPA submitted to ECP in year 2014/15 he declared his total assets worth 
Rs 12.26 million, however, in his wealth statement for same year he declared his 
assets as 13.19 million. Copy of ROPA submitted to ECP in year 2014/15 is at 
Annex I and wealth statement for year 2014/15 are at Annex L. 



Hussain Nnwa?. Sh ui if 
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6. Mr Hussain Nawaz. Sharif, Hmpnndeni No. / aim ted filing tu* »• luma #in«e the /> » 
1991/92. He was a student ut tlmt time and owned amirtii in tin forrn of shares of MMiipamea; 
value of these shares wits Rs 3 1 million ll»- filed tax tetunw till year 2001. fdetmla -u> at Amu t 
M) Analysis ol' Uic financial details available wiili Sl'< I' and it luma id lluntiain Haw*/. rrrvr.ul 
following: - 

a. His assets umltiplird 10 times limn Rs t 1 million to l»» tt r, j million m year 
1992/93, however, his income dm mg the year wan ml 


b. 


c. 


d. 



I'M 'r. 


As per financial records ol MRTML with SECT, Hussain NaWUt owned I ,000 
shares (wortli Rs 10,000) in years 2001 2.003, however, h r. did not desJarr the y 


shares in wcallli statement lor (he said assessment yearn; amounts to concealment 
of assets and tax evasion. Wcallli ulatrment for a.viCAnment years 2001/02 till 
2003/04 at Annex N and MRTML Fonn A for years 2001 2003 are at Annex O 
As per financial records of ltteliu| Sugar Mills Limitrd with Sli< T, lltu- .am 
Nawaz owned 55,000 shares (wortli Rs 530,000) in year. 2001 2003, however, 

be did not declare these nharca in wealth statement for the said ass'-smnenl year*, 
amounts to concealment of unuctn and tax evasion. Wealth statement for 
assessment years 2001/02 till 2003/04 at Annex N and Itteiaq Sugai Mills 
Limited Form A for years 2001 2003 are ut Annex I' 

As per finuncial records of RB1ML wills SECP, Hussain Nawaz owned 225, 000 
shares (wortli Rs 2,250,000) in years 2001 2003, however, he did not dr< lore 

these shares in wcallli statement for the said Hsw.ment yr.ui, amounu to 
concealment of assets and tax evasion. Wealth 
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2001/02 till 2003/04 at Annex N and KH 1ML Form A fi# year* 200 J 2009 *' 
at Annex Q. 

7. Findings 

a. Accumulation of Hussain Nawuz’a assets slinws a diaati' hi kr. m *«»1 y 90‘t «nr 1 
then in year 1997/98 with no declared source of income Honsam i^mmu even 
failed to provide any details in this regard despite repented r>-<pj. :.(#/ advises I Im 
is the time once Sharif family wtis part of ruling elite Mein*, M l belteven that 
this build up of assets was through it regular means and ilimum Mnwa/ was used 
as proxy to build family assets. 

b. Analysis of financial details of his assets and record of FMF reflects di'-taotornies 
on mis/ non*declaration of assets tantamount to hiding of asseta and lay evatmo 

c. In year 1997/98, be was observed loaning Rj 1.4 rriilliou In YuWvnn f awaz 
whereas his annual income for the year was Ha 400,000. In year 2001/02, hia 
shares of MRTML were sold for Rs 51 million, tins gain wai not dur closed rn his 
wealth statement and income tax return. 

d. Financial analysis of Hussain Nawaz's assets and hus available record of I MF 
reflects that Hussain Nawaz possesses, prima facie, ASSET H 
DISPROPORTIONATE AND BEYOND MEANS OF KNOWN SOU FT VM 
OF INCOME. 


flassan Nawaz Sharif 

8. Hassan Nawaz Respondent No. 8 was a dependent child of Mian Muhammad Nawaz, 
Sharif till year 1994; he started filing IT returns from year 1995 % onwards Mian Muhammad 
Nawaz Shanf was managing the assets owned by Hassan Nawaz till years 1995/96 aa he was a 
minor. Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif has been filing IT returns of Hassan Nawaz since year 
1989/90 till 1995/96 (details arc at Annex U). Hassan Nawaz moved abroad (UK) in year 1994 
After studies he started his business and established 10 known companies in UK till UxhOr 
(Yearwise fund flow charts, detailed financial analysis of UK companies of Hawaii Nawaz 
and detailed analysis of his companies arc covered in Volume VII of Investigation Report 
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ol Joint luvrMigalinn leant, Panama Case) Analysis of lus returns and financial analysis of 
available record for the companies of Hassan Nawaz reveal following:- 

a Assets owned by Hassan Nawaz were worth Rs 2.4 million in year 1991/92, hu 
a.\iets grew 13.14 times in the year 1992/93 to Rs 31.55 million without any 
visible source of income. Return or wealth tax of Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif 
for assessment years 1991/92 & 1992/93 and IT returns of Hassan Nawaz for 
same years are attached as Amici S. 



b. In the year 1995/96, Hassan Nawaz owned worth Rs 31.55 million which sharply 
declined to Rs 5.6 million in the next year ( 1996 / 97 ); registering a decline of Rs 
25.95 million. Details were not available; however, analysis of Hussain Nawaz's 
Wealth Statement reveals addition in shares of CSML, HEL and HPML, 
presumably transferred to him by Hassan Nawaz and a reason of decline tn assets 
of Hassan Nawaz. This was not declared in the wealth statements of Hussain ami 
Hassan Nawaz which is tantamount to concealment. Wealth tax returns of Hassan 
Nawaz and Hussain Nawaz for assessment year 1995/96 is nt Annex T. 
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Ytsrwka of Harlan N.iw*« (din llna Iri Y*ar I9'J//')B) 



■ t ■ ■> 

1996-97 1997-96 19M99 1WOO 


c. Financial analysis of the companies in UK far the period from 2001 till 2016 
establishes that there has been a gap between Hasten Nawaz’s available resources 
in the shape of funds claused to be received from Qatar compared to his funding 
as director to bis UK companies. Inflow from Qatar from 2001 till 2004 was GBP 
2 , 477 , 307 , however, his outflow/ loans to hu own UK companies enters into a 
deficit of GBP 762,149 by year 2007. Detailed Hassan Nawaz funds flow chart 
for UK companies is at Annex U. 


mmmssm 

> AW AZ5.BUN 
iTUK KNOWN 


•Y«« 

Opraiag 
Halaacr of 
Bum 
Nawaf 
Surptui / 
(Deficit) 
GBP 

ffaiaaii 
Nawix 
Claim frtitn 
Qatai 

GBP 

liana* .Naan 
Uiai la UK 
f t* tap a met 
la Dow ( 
(Outflow) 

GBP 

ffaiiaa 

Nawaz 

Loan Co 
CSMU 
laftow / 
(Outflow) 
GBP 

N* 

Potitjoa 
of Hassao 
Naan 
Surplat f 
(DtfcH) 
GBP 

2001 2002 

« 

7U.4#9 

(705 jOTi) 


MU 

2002 2003 

8.428 

206.631 

(307.701 > 


(12.702) 

2001-2004 

(12.7021 

989.253 

amjm 


(90329) 

2004-2005 

(90.329) 

♦87,924 

(272,165) 


I25.4>0 

2005 2006 

125.410 

• 



(442JM4, 

2006-2007 

L“W±. 

» 

JHZ&l 1 • 

(762,149) | 


d. Although, the fund flow analysis ot Hasten Nawaz for year 2009/10 reveals a 
surplus of GBP 425,152; however, be financed GBP 463,477 to bis UK 


e. 
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companies and additionally GBP 658,219 to CSML (as mentioned in accl. o 
CSML where Hassan Nawaz is a sponsor) in Pakistan thereby overspending o 
GBP 696.543. Source of this overspending is not justified from financm 
statements of his companies. Ledger account of CSML for the year endec 
September 30, 2010 and breakup of loans from sponsors of CSML is at Annex V. 



Year 

Opening 
Balance of 
llattan 
Nawaz 
Surplus / 
(Deficit) 
GBP 

llaisan 
Nawaz 
Claim from 
Qatar 

CBP 

IJauan Nawaz. 
Loam to UK 
* Companies 
Inflow / 
(Outflow) 
GBP 

Hasten 
Nawaz 
Loan to 
CSMJL 
Inflow / 
(Outflow) 

CBP 

Net 

Position 
of ffasiait 
Nawaz 
Surplus / 
(Deficit) 
CBP 

2007-2008 

(762,14$) 


2.109.789 

m 

1.347.640 

2008-2009 

1,347.640 


(922.488) 

m 

425,152 

2009-2010 

425.152 


(463.477) 

(658,21?) 

(696,543) 

2010-2011 

(696.543) 


(130.465) 


(827,008) 

2011-2012 

(827,008) 


917.674 


90,666 

2012-2013 

90.666 


84,425 


175,091 

2013-2014 

175.091 


(175.932) 


(841) 

2014-2015 

(841) 


(299.400) 


(300.241) 

2015-2016 

(300,241) 


1 47.05 1 

• 

1 (153,190) 


Another important factor revealed from financial analysis is the aggregate lost 
position of UK companies of Hasson Nawaz for the period from year 2001-20K 
is GBP 10,551,540. Despite such heavy losses, Hassan Nawaz has managed U 
erect an empire of real estate in UK f rom the available record it transpires Urn 
Hassan Nawaz has been associated with at least ten UK 
the financial analysis of these known UK companies 
numerous properties. The aforementioned structure of 
companies is annexed at Annex W. 
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Financial information available on UK companies ul&o reveals 'i.*l ht.it i with 
certain BV1/ Gulf based companies. Movement of fundi amongst UK conpcuet 
and BV1/ Gulf based companies is reported in the financial rtateavsnta of UK 
companies. Included in the BVI companies are A I anna Services f .united which u 
20% shareholder in one of Hassan Nawaz company namely t/unt 1 .tnu H#y 2 
Limited. In addition to this another BVI company namely ljunktn ^ A which is 
30% shareholder in one of Hassan Nawaz company namely Quint Limited 
Another BVI company namely Coomber Gp Inc (owned by ffutaa in Siwiz «cd 
Mian Mu h a mm ad Nawaz Sharif) has financed money to Flagship So. i/ines 
Lim ited and Que Holdings Limited being owned by Hassan Nawaz. Furthermore 
another company namely Hilton International Limited has forwarded loans to 
Flagship Investments Limited. Another company namely Capital PZR fDvhai 
based company) has given loan to Quint Paddington limited beir. * owned by 
Hassan Nawaz This is explained in uble below: - 


Offshore 

Lender 

Companies 

Relationship 
of Hassan 
Nawaz in 
Offshore 
Lender 
Company 

Loan 

Alanna 

80% 

GBP 16,380* 

Services 

Shareholding 

in 2004 

Limited 


GBP 

106,534 in 
2005 

GBP 3,137 
in 2006 

Total 

GBP 

126,051 

Inmkin S.A 

70% 

GBP 


Shareholding 

160,120 in 
2004 

GBP 21,369 
in 2005 

GBP 9,540 
in 2006 
Total 

GBP 


If assail .Sbsrrb><ldin( 

Nawaz of ffanan 

Owned Nawaz in 

Companies (Sorrower 

(Borrower) Company 

Quint baton f 100% 

Place 2 

Limited 
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191,029 



Coomber Gp 
Inc 

Owned by 
Hussain 

Nawaz Sharif 
and Mariam 
Nawaz Sharif 
(Man am 

Safdar) 

GBP 

1,700,000 in 
2007 

Total 

GBP 

1,700,000 

Quc Holdings 

J 1 rinitrd 

100% 

Coomber Gp 

Inc 

Owned by 
Hussain 

Nawaz Sharif 
and Mariam 
Nawaz Sharif 
(Manam 

Safdar) 

GBP 

150. 000 in 
2008 

GBP 

118.000 in 
2010 

GBP 45,000 
in 2011 

Total 

GBP 

313.000 

Flagship 

Securities 

1 muted 

100% 

Hi] tern 

International 

Limited 

Unknown 

GBP 32,000 
in 2014 

Total 

GBP 

32,000 

Flagship 100% 

Investments 

Limited 

Capital FZE 
(Dubai based 
comapny) 

Operated by 
Waqar Ahmed 
Khan 

(Company 
Secretary of 
Has van Nawaz 
Companies in 
UK) 

GBP 

61 5.000 in 
2008 

Total 

CBP 

615.000 

Quint | 100% 

Paddington 

Limited 


Reference is made to ICU Panama Papers wherein, it was revealed that a bank 
mortgage deed dated September 02, 2008 was executed by Nielson Enterprises 
Limited (Mortgagor & Borrower). Nescoll Limited (Borrower) 

Group Inc.. (Borrower) with Deutsche Bank (Suuac) 
properties known as 16 Avenfield House, 117 to 128 
"AH and 16A Avenfield House, 1 17 to 128 Aveaiield, 1 
were owned by Nielson Enterprises I imiton) 

CBP 7,000.000 It ts patou ,,, mom*, to , 
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of Coomber Group Inc., was signed by Hussain Nawaz Sharif and Mian 
Muhammad Nawaz Sharif. Mortgage Deed at Annex X. The sum of GBP 
7,000,000 was divided amongst Nielson Enterprises Limited (GBP 1,7^0,000), 
Nescoll Limited (GBP 1.750,000) and Coomber Group Inc (GBP 3,500,000). 
Letter from Farara Kerins (barrister and solicitor) is at Annex Y. Coomber Group 
Inc., further loaned GBP 1,700,000 to Que Holdings Limited (owned by Hassan 
Nawaz) in year 2009. The available financial statements of Que Holdings Limited 
for year 2012 reveals the full settlement of GBP 1,700,000 with Coomber Group 
Inc, however, no documentary evidence on the source was furnished by Hassan 
Nawaz to the JTT despite several advises/ opportunities. 

h. Hassan Nawaz’s claim on proceeds from Qatar has not been substantiated by him 
through any documentary evidence. Having analyzed financial details available.' 
above mentioned loaning of Coomber Group Inc, it can be assumed that member j 
of Sharif have stakes in other offshore companies as well which arc involved in 
loaning to Hassan Nawaz's UK based companies as these offshore companies 
have been seen loaning to Hassan Nawaz’s companies on the same pattern as ot 
Coomber Group Inc . However, details.' financial documents were not furnished 
by the respondents despite several requests. 

i. In the year 201 1/12, as per wealth statement of Maryam Safdar, Hassan Nawaz 
gave out a loan worth Rs28.94 million to her, however, same is not reconcilable 
as Hassan Nawaz is not Cling IT returns/ wealth statement since year 2004/05. 

9. Findings 

a. Accumulation of Hassan Nawaz’s assets shows a drastic hike in early 90 s with 
no declared source of income. This is the period Sbarif family was part of the 
ruling elite. Hence. JIT believes that this build up of assets was through irregular 
means and Hassan Nawaz was used as a proxy to build family assets. 

b. Analysis of financial details of his assets and record of FBR reflects dichotomies 

on rnis-declaration of assets tantamount to 
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c. Detailed analysis of available financial details of Hassan's UK companies reveals 
a gap between claimed parent funds from Qatar and his funding to IJK companies 
as Hassan has been observed over loaning than available funds. Moreover, the 
company’s annual financial position reflects that most of the companies remained 
in losses. Despite these losses, these companies not only erected an empire and 
purchased properties in UK but Hassan was seen loaning to Sharif family’s 
companies in Pakistan. Source/ details of these funds were not provided by the 
respondent despite repeated requests/ opportunities. 

d. Financial analysis of Hassan Nawaz’s assets and his available record of FBR 
reflects that Hassan Nawaz possesses, prima facie, ASS LTS 
DISPROPORTIONATE AND BEYOND KNOWN SOURCES OF MEANS. 

Ms Asma Nawaz fDarl • d to Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif 

10. Asma Nawaz was dependant of Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif; her tax returns have 
been filed by his father from 1995-96, however she started filing her returns from 2001-02. She 
filed her IT Returns from 1995-96 till 2001-02 (Assessment years) and 2002-03 till 2005-06 
were tax tears. She filed her Wealth Statement for assessment years 1996-97, 1997-98, 2000-01, 
2001-02 and tax tear 2003-04, however, she never filed her Return of Wealth Tax; (details at 
Annex Z). Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif declared her assets in his Return of Wealth Tax. 
Analysis of available data reveals following: 

a. It cannot be ascertained from where assets worth Rs. 1.47 million in year 1991/92 
have been acquired by Ms. Asma/ Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif in her name as 
declared by Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif in his Return of Wealth Tax. Prima 
facie, it seemed an attempt to hide assets and move money. 

b. Assets owned by Ms. Asma Nawaz were worth Rs 1.47 mill ion in year 1991/92; 
grew 21.7 times in the year 1992/93 to Rs 31.55 million without any visible 
source. Similarly, in the year 2000/01, Respondent No. 1 transferred assets Rs. 
30.856 million in her name for which sources/ origin of assets were not declared 
by herself or her father. Returns of wealth tax of Mian Muhammad Nawaz Shanf 
for assessment years 1991/92 & 1992/93 are attached as Annex S. 
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i: lii thr yew 2000/01. CSMI. was incurring o loaa of Ra». 131.12 million, however 

Mo Arnna received dividend* in the ftmu of income worth Rs 1,128,000/ from 
the company. The bhiiic cannot be junlilird ns u coinpanv in loss cannot provide 
profit to tliurehohlriii 

<1 In the you 2000/01, M» Anmn received dividends worth Rs 1,128,000/-; whereas 
outllow of income included worth Rn I million loan to her grandmother SA and 
Ra 1.2 million to her mother M* Knlsooin Nawaz totaling Rs. 2.2 million which 
nUo exclude* the expenditure incurred during the year. 


Mil . fruliMXim 

II. Mo. KuUonm Nawaz, wile ol Respondent No. I, I ms been part of die famil y business 
and had been filing return *w. e yeiu 1984 8V Nhr owned assets worth Rs 747.231/- as pet return 
of wealth for the year 1989/86 (detail* nl Annex AA) Analysis of returns of Mrs. Kulsoom 
Haws/, reveal following 


loial Asset, of Mrs. Kulsoom Nawaz increased 17,5 times from Rs 1.64 million 

m year 1991 92 to It* 28 62 million in year 1992-93, against the repotted income 
of R» 2/9,400/ only. 
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Year wise - Assets vs Incom 

I 



Assets income 


b. There was a sharp decline of Rs 27.67 million in assets in the 

1997-98, details about the disposal in the form of transfer, tale or 
declared, hence cannot be ascertained. 



Gall which was not declared in her Wealth Statement of tax year 2012/13, 
however is declared in the Wealth Statement of spouse; Mian Mt;hammad ,n*w 
S harif. Wealth statement of Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif and Mrs Hu lam m 
Nawaz for tax year 2013/14 are at Annex BB. 

Mr. Muhammad Ishaq Dai (Respondent No. 10) 

12. Limited Tax record of Mr. Muhammad Ishaq Dar was available with M$R |j u jr- 
returns arc missing from 1981/82 till 1985/86. Wealth statements were not prvvrietf hr 
FBK from assessment year 1994/95 tUJ 2001/02 and tax year 2002/03 till 20'j7/(j|«. fW.»u 
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repeated requests. In order to ascertain the true picture of assets held. Return of Personal 
Assets (ROPA) was retrieved from Election Commission of Pakistan, (details at Annex CC). 
a. In his wealth statement in 200S/09 an increase of 91 times in his assets was seen 
from Rs. 9.11 million to Rs. 831.70 million. This exorbitant leap in his assets is 
not clarified/ supported through any plausible financial documents. Wealth 



In ROPA of year 2005, he reported investment of GBP 5.5 million in BARAQ 
Holdings Limited (investment with Shaikh Nahayan). In 2008, out of the same 
investment, he extended loan GBP 4.9 million to his son. Source of GBP 5.5 
million was not declared. Prime facie, this capital became the source to build his 
empire in Dubai as well as his assets in Pakistan. ROPA for year 2005 and 200S 
at Annex EE. 

From 2006 till 2016, he has received remittances from UAE worth Rs 627 million 
{source ROPA), which included repayment of loan and gifts from his son. These 
remittances became prime source of assets build up and increase in his income 
from mere Rs. 0.7 million in 2009 to Rs. 46 million in 2015-16. These gifts and 
foreign remittances are tax exempted. Since source of parent capital (GBP 5.5 
million) is not clarified by Respondent No. 10, ROPA for years 2006. 2007 & 

2009 - 2016 and Wealth statement for year 2016 are at Annex FF. ROPA for year 
2008 at Annex GG. 
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Growth in income of ID 


**.* 61.272 



ROPA/ wealth statements from 2009/10 dll 2015/1 6 reveals donation of Rs 
169-276 million to various chanties with major chunk to bis own Hajveri Trust 
and Hajveri Foundation {Rs 86.18 million, details are tabulated below). 
Donadons declared in ROPA of year 2012 - 16 were not declared in wealth 
statements of said years. These donations gave him tax exemptions while keeping 
such huge amounts within his own access; amounts to tax evasion. ROPA for 
years 2009, 2011 - 2016 and wealth statement for year 2016 at Annex FF and 
Wealth Reconciliadon statements for tax year 2008/09, 2010/1 1 & 2012/ 13 and 


Wealth statements for years 2013/14-2015/16 are at Annex HH. 


Year 

Donatiou to 

Amount 

2009 

Hajveri Trust 

Rs. 0.3 million 

CM Punjab Relief Fund for IDPs of NWFP 

Rs. 50.0 million 

2011 

Hajveri Trust 

Rs. 1.929 million 

Helpline Charitable Organization 

Rs. 1 .0 million 

CM Punjab Flood Relief Fund 

Rs. 10.0 million 

2012 

Senate Emergency Relief Fund 

Rs. 1 .025 million 

Indus Foundation Trust 

Rs. 0,25 million 

Ramzan Ration / Food distribution 

Rs. 2.285 million 

Hajveri Foundahon 

Rs. 4.0 million 

Hajveri Trust 

Rs. 2.5 million 

2013 

Ramzan Ration / Food distribution 

Rs 2.33 million 

Hajveri Foundation 

Rs 5.0 million 

Hajveri Trust 

Rs 3.0 million 

2014 

National Assembly Employees Welfare 

Fund 

Rs 0.5 million 

Senate Secretariat Employees Welfare 

Fund 

Rs 0.5 million 

Mst Naziran Bibi 

Rs 0.05 million 

Hajveri Foundation 

Rs 9.3 million 

Hajveri Trust 

Rs 2.26 million 

201 5 

Hajveri Foundauon 

Rs 50 million 




V 


T 
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Hnivftri Trust 

Rs 1 39 million 

PM Relief Fund forTDPs 

Rjs 0.127 million 

CM (Punjab) Fund for Flood Relief 

Rs 10 million 

2016 ' 

Hajvcri Foundation 

Rs 10 million 

Haiveri Trust 

Rs 1.53 million 


Total 

Rs 169.276 million 


13. Findings 

a. Mr. Muhammad Ishaq Dar did not file income tax returns from mi ^2 to 
2001/02. Being an expert in economics and part of ruling elite is, prima 
tantamount to tax evasion. 

b. An exorbitant increase in his assets has been observed since year 200b 09 . - 
which source of funds/ income and details were not furnished despr'fi repejstsd 
requests/ opportunities. 

c. Analysis of financial details of his assets and record of FBR reflects dichotomies 
on mis-declaration of assets is tantamount, prima facie, to hiding of assets anc tax 

evasion. 

d. Respondent No. 10 invested GBP 5.5 million in BARAQ Holdings m Ua£ 
Source of tliese funds was not disclosed by him despite repeated requests. Out of 
these funds, GBP 4.97 million were given by him to his son. After year 20QS. he 
started receiving funds and payment of loans from his son which became a source 

for bis assets build up in Pakistan. 

ft. Respondent No. 10 gave substantial amount of funds (Rs 169.2" million in 

* > - 1 

Charity. Major chunk of charity was given to his own organisation and kzepizz 
the funds within his own access. These donations were mentioned, m his personal 
expenses in his wealth statements. Thus, availing tax exemption on these hrrtv 

-o 

amounts is, prima facte, tantamount to tax evasion. 

f. Financial analysis of Respondent’s No. 1 assets and his available record of FBR. 
reflects that Ishaq Dar possesses, prima facie, ASSETS DISPROPORTIONATE 

AND BEYOND KNOWN SOURCES OF MEANS. 

i. . \ - ri-tv »KyS'* 
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Mr. Sneed Ahmed 

14. Mr. Saeed Ahmed, currently the President of National Bank of Pakistan, regjcered M 
tax payer in 2015, therefore, no record of prior to tax year 2015 is available. 

a. In his IT Return for 2014-15, he declared foreign iHOOUiC to Pj Z 

million but no evidence regarding source of rh»* income is available. 

Income Growth 

J1.901000 ' * ’ 



b. 


20U-U 


2014-15 


2015-U 


Moreover, in his wealth statement for same year, be declared foreign resartzaeacei 
worth Rs. 17.13 million for which sources cannot be ascertained. 


c. A detailed account of the role and activities of Mr. Saeed Ahmed zn the w«ai± 
accumulation of the Sharif family have been discussed in detail m the Hudabiva 
Paper Mills Limited case at Volume VIII A. 

Pakistani Companies with Direct Shareholding of Respondent. \ 0 6 - A x 

15. The record made available to the JIT by the SECP revealed direct shareholding of 
Respondent No. 6, 7 & 8 in Pakistani companies as stated below: - 


Name of 

Respondents 

Mariam Nawaz 
Sharif / Mariam 
Safdar (Respondent 
No .6) 


Name of Companies 

Years of Shareholding 

Mchran Ramzan Textile Mills 
Limited 

1994. 1996-2007 

Chaudhary Sugar Mills I inured 

1994-2008. 2DI0-2013 
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Hamza Hoard Mills Limited 

l‘>92, 1996-2003, 2007 


Ramzan Sugar Mills Limited 

1992 2014 


lttcfaq Sugar Mills I .united 

1990 2015 


Hudabiya Paper Mills Limited 

1998-2015 


Hamza Spinning Mills Limited 

1994-2001 


Hudabiya Engineering Pnvutc 
Limited 

2000-2016 


lttcfaq Textile Mills Limited 

1990, 1993-1994, 1998 


Mchran Ram /an Textile Mills 
Limited 

1994, 1996-2007 


Cbaudhary Sugar Mills Limited 

1994-2008, 2010-2013 


Mohammad Buksh Textile Mills 
Limited 

1994 -2009. 2011-2015 


lttcfaq Brothers Private Limited 

1994. 1 9Q(>- 1 098 


Brothers Steel Mills Limited 

1994, 1996, 1998 


Hamza Board Mills Limited 

1992, 1996-2003, 2007 

Hussain Nawaz 
Sharif (Respondent 
No. 7) 

Ramzan Sugar Mills Limited 

1992-2014 

Ittefaq Sugar Mills Limited 

1990-2015 


Hudabiya Paper Mills Limited 

199S-2015 


Hudabiya Engineering Private 

Limited 

2000 2016 


Ramzan Buksh Textile Mills Limited 

1993-200S 


Dyas Enterprises Private Limited 

1993, 1996 


Ittefaq Textile Mills Limited 

1990, 1993-1994. 199S 


Hamza Spinning Mills Limited 

1994-2001 


Mchran Ramzan Textile Mills 

Limited 

1994. l99e-2000 

Hasan Nawaz Sharif 

Chaudhry Sugar Mills Limited 

1994 1997, 1999200S 1 

(Respondent No. 8) 

2010-2013 * 


Mohammad Buksh Textile Mills 
Limited 

■994-2009, 20! ,.2015 | 


Hamza Board Mills Limited 

j 1992, 1999-2002, JOO | 
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Ramzan Sugar Mills Limited 

1993-2015 | 


Itiefaq Sugar Mills Limited 

1990-1996 

Hamza Spinning Mills Limited 

1994-2001 

Ittefaq Textile Mills Limited 

1990, 1993 1994 


16. Detailed financial analysis of these companies Grom the record made available to the JIT 

is at Annex II:* 

a. The companies, wherein respondents were acting as 
shareholders/directors/beneficial owners are primarily family owned businesses. 
These companies were mainly incorporated in 1980s and 1990s when respondent 
number 1 was holding public office. 

b. The respondents being shareholders injected no min al capital as seed money and 
these companies were mainly entrusted with borrowed funds from bank/ financial 
institutions/ foreign financial institutions or foreign incorporated special purpose 
vehicles. 

c. The companies also borrowed funds at inception stages and rolled over funds with 
other facilities. Foreign currency funds were generated to install plants and 
machinery. However, going forward, majority of the companies were either non- 
operational or were not functioning at the maximum capacity and were in loss 
having negative equity. Such companies included Mohammad Buksh Textile 
Mills Limited, Hudaibya Paper Mills Limited Hudaibya Engineering Company 
Private Limited, Hamza Board Mills Limited, Mehran Ramzan Textile Mills 
Limited. 

d. Due to weak performance and in absence to accumulated or operational profits, 
dividends were not declared except in few years. These companies are mainly loss 
making units and almost last twenty year no significant turnaround was observed 

CONCLUSIONS 

17. As per the afore-stated detailed analysis, significant gap / disparity amongst the known 
and declared sources of income and the wealth accumulated by the Respondent No. 1, 6, 
7 “ d 8 h3VC been observcd - Tbc facial structure and health of companies in Pakistan 
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having linkage to the Respondents also do not substantiate the wealth of the Respo 
There exists a significant disparity between the wealth declared by the Respondents and 
the means though which the Respondents had generated income from known/declared 

sources. 

ig Moreover, irregular movement of huge amounts in shape of loans and gifts from 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia based company (Hill Metals Establishment), United Kingd 
based Companies (Flagship Investments Limited and others) and United Arab Emirates 
based Company (Capital FZE) to Respondent No. 1, Respondent No. 7 and Pakistan 
based companies of Respondent No. I and family have been highlighted. 

19. The role of off-shore companies is critically important as several off-shore companies 
(Nescoll Limited, Nielsen Enterprises Limited, Alanna Services Limited, Lamkin S.A., 
Coomber Group Inc., Hiltem International Limited) have been identified to be linke 
with their businesses in UK while conducting this investigation. These companies were 
mainly used for inflow of funds into UK based companies; which not only acquired 
expensive properties in UK from such funds but also revolve these funds amongst their 
companies of UK, KSA, UAE and Pakistan. 

20. In addition to the companies, Respondent No. 1 and 7 have been found to be recipients of 
these funds movement into Pakistan as gifts/loans whose purpose/reason have not 
justified by them before the JIT. Needless to say, these UK companies were loss-making 
entities with heavily engaged in revolving of funds vis-i-vis creating a smoke screen that 
the expensive properties of UK were due to the business operations of these UK 
companies. 
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(v) if he or any of his dependents or benamidars owns, possesses, or has 
acquired right or tide in any assets or holds irrevocable power of attorney 
in respect of any assets or pecuniary resources disproportionate to Itis 
known sources of income, which he cannot reasonably account tor or 
maintains a standard of ASSETS beyond that which is commensurate with 
his sources of income — " 


Section 14(c) of the National Accountability Ordinance . / 999: 

M In any trial of an offence punishable under clause (v) of sub-section (a) of 
Section 9 of this Ordinance, the fact that the accused person or any other 
person on his behalf, is in possession for which the accused person cannot 
satisfactorily account, of assets or pecuniary resources disproportionate to 
his known sources of income, or that such person has, at or about the time 
of the commission of the offence with which he is charged, obtained an 
accretion to his pecuniary resources or property for which he cannot 
satisfactorily account, the Court shall presume, unless the contrary is 
proved, that the accused person is guilty of the offence of corruption and 
corrupt practices and his conviction therefor shall not be invalid by reason 
only that it is based solely on such presumption.” 


2 1 . The Qanun-e-Shahadat Order, 1984 and the following provisions arc also relevant: 

Article 122 of the Qanun-e-Shahadat Order , 1984: 

M 122. Burden of proving tact especially within knowledge. When any fact 
is especially within the knowledge of any person the burden of proving 

that fact is upon him. 

Article 117 of the Qanun-e-Shahadat Order , 1984: 

“ 117 . Burden of proof (l) Whoever desires any Court to give judgment 3 s 
to any legal right or liability dependent on the existence of facts which he 
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(2) When a person it bound to prove die existence of any fact. i« '• *** d 
that the burden of proof lice on tluit person " 

Article 129 of the Qunun-eShahadcU Order, 1984 

“129. Court may presume existence of certain facts. Ihe Court rrmy 
presume the existence of any fact, which it think* likely to have htpptxted, 
regard being had to the common course of natural event#, human > 

and public and private basinet#, in their iclation to the fact# oi the 
particular case. 

Article 2(4), (7) and (8) of the Qtmme-Shahadul Order, 1984 
Definition of “proved”: 

“(4) A fact is said to be proved when, after considering the matter# before 
it, the Court either believe# it to e*j«f, or consider! its existence no 
probable that a prurient man ought, under the circumatanr.es of the 
particular case, to act upon the supposition that it exists . 

(7) Whenever it is provided by this Order that this Court may presume a 
fact, it may either regard such fact us proved, unless and until it is 
disproved, or may call for proof of it 

(8) Whenever it is directed by this Order that the Court nhall presume a 
fact, it shall regard such fact as proved, unless and until it is disproved.” 

22 , gat h ir* on the pari nl all !<« :•, !/'>iul<-nij ._!<_> i>< odm ■ rtf iftpmilo mfot malion 
confirming “known sou rer, i.t m : omC r. i»nm:i lane tan tamo mi I to not In ingjibh; to 

Iggtf fy and the means of i iicotin- 



